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labor market outcomes for immigrant men relative to their internal migrant peers. It examines the extent
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Results show considerable support for segmented assimilation perspectives. However, the existence of
large informal sectors in the South African context is the central barrier to immigrants’ occupational and
income attainment, a factor less relevant in the South-North context. In addition, better-resourced
immigrant communities have better incorporation experiences than well-established communities. The
second chapter investigates women’s labor market participation, considering women’s status, sociocultural norms, and demographic trends in SSA. It explores the relative importance of human capital and
family characteristics in explaining labor market disparities between immigrants and natives. Results
underscore similar challenges to those experienced by immigrant men in South Africa. Comparatively,
immigrants exhibit poor incorporation experiences than South African-born internal migrants. Family
characteristics are the key factors explaining variations in immigrant women’s labor market decisions. In
contrast, human capital factors are more salient for South African women, suggesting the importance of
gender egalitarianism. Finally, the third chapter employs probit and Tobit models to examine household
remittances in four SSA countries using World Bank data. It explores how family ties, migrant, and originhousehold characteristics shape remitting behavior. Here, results are consistent with remitting patterns
and motivations observed elsewhere. Altruism appears to be the primary motive behind remittances in
SSA. However, the altruistic behavior is primarily driven by the obligation to remit rather than a selfless
concern for the non-migrating household members as pure-altruism suggests. National origin variation in
remitting behavior underscores the importance of access to international labor markets, gender
dynamics, and origin countries’ level of development in shaping the pattern and use of remittances.
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ABSTRACT
THREE ESSAYS ON LABOR MARKET INCORPORATION AND REMITTING BEHAVIOR
IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
Emmanuel Souza
Chenoa Flippen
This dissertation follows a three-chapter format, addressing migrationrelated issues in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). The first and second
chapters use Census data and logit models to examine labor market
incorporation of African-born immigrants in South Africa, a country
that has become a magnet for regional migration and a prime example of
South-South migration. Chapter one examines a wide range of labor
market outcomes for immigrant men relative to their internal migrant
peers. It examines the extent to which prior models and arguments based
on South-North migrants also apply to South-South flows. Results show
considerable support for segmented assimilation perspectives. However,
the existence of large informal sectors in the South African context is
the central barrier to immigrants’ occupational and income attainment,
a factor less relevant in the South-North context. In addition, betterresourced immigrant communities have better incorporation experiences
than well-established communities. The second chapter investigates
women’s labor market participation, considering women’s status, sociocultural norms, and demographic trends in SSA. It explores the relative
importance of human capital and family characteristics in explaining
labor market disparities between immigrants and natives. Results
underscore similar challenges to those experienced by immigrant men in
South Africa. Comparatively, immigrants exhibit poor incorporation
experiences than South African-born internal migrants. Family
v

characteristics are the key factors explaining variations in immigrant
women’s labor market decisions. In contrast, human capital factors are
more salient for South African women, suggesting the importance of
gender egalitarianism. Finally, the third chapter employs probit and
Tobit models to examine household remittances in four SSA countries
using World Bank data. It explores how family ties, migrant, and
origin-household characteristics shape remitting behavior. Here,
results are consistent with remitting patterns and motivations observed
elsewhere. Altruism appears to be the primary motive behind remittances
in SSA. However, the altruistic behavior is primarily driven by the
obligation to remit rather than a selfless concern for the nonmigrating household members as pure-altruism suggests. National origin
variation in remitting behavior underscores the importance of access to
international labor markets, gender dynamics, and origin countries’
level of development in shaping the pattern and use of remittances.
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PREFACE
In the past decades, the increase in the number of international
migrants originating from Africa has been remarkable. For example,
between 2000 and 2017, Africa experienced the biggest increase in
relative numbers of migrants compared to other world regions. In
general, South-South migration, population flows between developing
countries, has grown tremendously in recent decades, and now rivals
South-North migration (population flows from lower-income countries to
wealthy nations in the global North) in size and scope. Despite the
importance of South-South migration flows, the vast majority of both
theoretical and empirical research on immigrant incorporation focuses
on South-North migration. This research has shown that the path of
immigrant incorporation is shaped by national origin and human capital
characteristics, as well as by structural conditions in receiving
areas, including labor market conditions and systems of racial
stratification. However, similar research on South-South migration
remains scant.
Furthermore, the bulk of early research and contemporary debates
about immigrant incorporation have focused almost exclusively on men,
despite the importance of female migration historically. International
migration has become increasingly feminized, especially in developing
countries. Today, nearly half (48%) of all international migrants are
female. Although current research includes women, this research has
also demonstrated the inadequacy of merely extending frameworks
developed to understand men’s outcomes to women. Rather, it is
essential to consider the intersection between gender and such
x

outcomes. Precisely, women’s labor market integration in the SouthSouth context warrants a careful specific investigation, especially
considering women’s low labor force participation, significant gender
discrimination, and their low status (relative to men) in developing
societies.
The South-South context differs markedly from the developed
global North is several essential ways related to demographic trends
and labor market structures. While most immigrant-receiving countries
in the global North have aging native populations, many in the global
South are characterized by youthful and rapidly growing native-born
populations, especially in urban areas where population growth is
fueled by both natural increase and rapid rural-urban migration. As a
result, developing labor markets are frequently characterized by high
unemployment and large informal sectors, which could potentially
complicate the path to immigrant incorporation. Moreover, emerging
economies are often marked by labor market rigidities and capital
constraints, which could exacerbate labor market segmentation and
reduce the returns to human capital and skills. In addition, the
socially constructed racial and ethnic boundaries between immigrants
and the dominant group tend to differ between South-South and SouthNorth contexts.
Given these broad differences, it is an open question whether the
patterns and obstacles to immigrant incorporation in Western nations
apply to the South-South context. From a theoretical perspective, it is
imperative to examine the extent to which prior models and arguments
based on the South-North case also apply to South-South migrant flows.
xi

In particular, it is essential to investigate how the unique context of
reception in developing economies may shape immigrant outcomes.
Furthermore, migrants’ labor market experiences in the host
nation define not only their incorporation process, but also remitting
behaviors. In sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), as elsewhere in the developing
world, where migration is used as a risk diversification mechanism,
remittances are often a substitute for public welfare spending or a
form of insurance against unstable labor markets. The World Bank
estimates that formal remittances to SSA have grown from US$32 billion
in 2010 to US$46 billion in 2018, a 40% increase, and are projected to
reach US$50 billion at the end of 2020. The reported figures, however,
likely underestimate the real remittance flow because many regional
migrants use informal channels to send money home. Moreover, formal
remittances do not take into account remittances sent in the form of
goods. While the importance of remittances to economic well-being is
well documented, the social forces shaping the magnitude of the flows
require more research attention.
Therefore, this dissertation examines the labor market
incorporation and remitting behavior of Africa-born migrants. It
consists of three chapters. The first two chapters examine immigrants’
labor market integration in South Africa, a country that has become a
magnet for intra-regional migration in recent decades. South Africa
offers a prime example of South-South migration. First, it is the
economic hub of SSA. The World Bank ranks South Africa as an uppermiddle-income country, an economy that is better than most of the
source countries in the region, hence the primary destination for many
xii

African-born migrants. Second, there is much variation in terms of
migrant selectivity and migration histories across different national
origin groups, which provides an opportunity to explore whether
theories about the importance of co-ethnic communities in the developed
context also apply to the South-South context. The third chapter looks
at remittances reported by receiving households in several SSA
countries. Below, I present the specifics of each chapter.
The first chapter examines the labor market incorporation of
African-born immigrant men relative to their internal migrant peers. It
looks at a wide range of labor market outcomes, including employment,
class of worker (informal vs. formal), occupation, and income
attainment using Census data. The chapter investigates how these
outcomes are associated with various forms of human capital and how
they differ by regional and national origin. Employing binary and
multinomial logit models, results show that, overall, immigrants enjoy
higher employment levels compared to internal migrants, although there
are variations by regional and national origin. However, this immigrant
employment advantage does not extend to other labor market outcomes.
Immigrant men are especially over-represented in the informal sector,
which contributes to generally lower income relative to South Africanborn internal migrant men. Results also show heterogeneity in the labor
market disadvantage across groups, with better-resourced immigrant
groups exhibiting better outcomes than their counterparts with longerestablished co-ethnic communities.
Chapter two uses similar data and methods to examine women’s
labor force participation, their employment prospects once in the labor
xiii

force, and for those that are employed their propensity to work in the
formal (relative to the informal) sector. Likewise, it investigates how
these outcomes are associated with various forms of human capital and
differences by national origin. More importantly, the chapter also
explores the relative importance of human capital and family
characteristics in explaining variations in labor market decisions
between immigrants and South African-born women.
Results from chapter two underscore similar labor market
incorporation challenges to those experienced by men. Not only are
immigrant women less likely to participate in the labor force, but for
those who participate, employment rates are also lower for immigrants
relative to their South African-born counterparts. Although immigrant
women have a slight employment edge over their internal migrant
counterparts once individual and household factors are held constant,
immigrants are still over-represented in the informal sector, which
undermines their labor market incorporation.
Results also support the idea that immigrants adhere to
traditional norms more than natives and the fact that South Africa is
more gender-egalitarian than source countries within the region.
Whereas family characteristics are the key factors explaining
variations in immigrant women’s labor market decisions, in contrast,
human capital factors are the more salient for South African-born
women. These results suggest that source-country sociocultural norms
that influence women’s household production are more important for
immigrants’ labor force integration. Again, national origin results
highlight the importance of characteristics of co-ethnic communities in
xiv

dictating women’s labor force participation. Consistent with results
among men, better-resourced immigrant groups exhibit better outcomes
than longer-established, less-resourced co-ethnic communities.
The final chapter explores the patterns and motivations for
remitting to African households. Although numerous studies have
investigated the remittance behavior in developing nations, gaps still
exist. For example, the bulk of prior research on remittances has
focused on earnings repatriated by international migrants, mainly from
Europe and North America, to the relative neglect of remittances from
internal migrants. Although a few studies have examined remittances
originating from rural-urban migrants, we lack comprehensive studies
that capture all types of migrations, internal, regional cross-border,
and intercontinental. Therefore, chapter three contributes to this
literature in two ways. First, it incorporates both internal and
international migrants to examine how family ties, migrant, and originhousehold characteristics explain patterns of remitting behavior and
assess how this varies by country of origin. Second, unlike most prior
research, this study takes into account remittances sent in the form of
cash as well as goods. It also makes cross-country comparisons in
remitting behavior, assessing how gender dynamics, variations in the
level of development, and emigrants’ access to better labor markets
influence patterns and use of remittances.
Data for this study come from the World Bank’s African migration
and remittance household surveys conducted in Burkina Faso, Senegal,
Kenya, and Uganda. Using probit and Tobit models, results show that
remitters are more likely to be close family members of the origin
xv

householder, those with paid employment, married, and who migrated
beyond continental borders. In addition, households with the most
financial need are more likely to receive remittances and, on average,
receive more money than households with moderate financial need.
Furthermore, findings highlight the importance of combining migrant and
sending-household characteristics in assessing the motives of remitting
behavior. Migrant, rather than origin household, characteristics are
more salient in explaining variations in remitting behavior among SSA
migrants. As such, together with the observed remitting patterns, this
study views altruism as the primary motive behind remittances in SSA,
although results also point to the importance of insurance as a
motivation. However, the altruistic behavior seems to be driven
primarily by the obligation to remit rather than a selfless concern for
the non-migrating household members, as pure-altruism would predict.
Finally, variations in remitting behavior by national origin
underscore the importance of access to developed labor markets, gender
dynamics, and country of origin’s level of development in shaping the
pattern and use of remittances. Notably, country differences indicate
that gender dynamics in remitting behavior seem to be more robust in
(patriarchal) societies with high gender inequalities.
Overall, this dissertation shows that labor market incorporation
theories developed with reference to South-North migration flows can
apply to the South-South context. However, the applicability of the
South-North models needs to be contextualized. There are two main
distinctions between South Africa and the developed context. First, the
existence of large informal sectors, which are more salient than in
xvi

developed labor markets, significantly impede immigrants’ labor market
incorporation process and presents a formidable barrier to occupation
and income attainment. Second, the high emigration of skilled labor to
more developed countries, which seems to help immigrants gain
occupational attainment that is similar to that of South Africans, is
unique to this context.
Nonetheless, the high employment and the clear disadvantages in
class of worker and income attainment among immigrants are similar to
developed contexts with fewer employment protections and stringent
social safety net provisions. Thus, South Africa is more like the North
American case than the European context. Still, the demand for skilled
immigrants in the informal sector presents a formidable challenge to
the incorporation of better-educated immigrants in stark contrast with
the developed context.
The dissertation has also illuminated the significance of gender
dynamics in migration and household resource control, and the dynamic
nature of destination areas for African-born migrants in the prediction
of remittance behavior. While such factors are equally determining and
the results consistent with remitting patterns observed elsewhere, the
unique nature of household gender dynamics in traditional SSA societies
needs careful consideration, especially in light of varying levels of
gender inequality in patriarchal societies. In particular, chapter
three has shown that gender dynamics need to be correctly captured when
assessing remitting behavior. The fact that previous studies found
mixed results on gender reflects this problem to some extent, as a
single gender variable may not capture these dynamics. For example, our
xvii

initial models that included separate variables for gender and marital
status of the migrant yielded insignificant results for gender and
negative coefficients for unmarried migrants. However, models in
chapter three, in which household gender dynamics were captured by a
combined variable of gender and marital status, have shown that
remitting behavior of married men is significantly different from both
unmarried men and married and unmarried women. This suggests that
including a single gender variable alone, as prior models have done,
may not capture the degree of household gender dynamics in different
societies and may lead to wrong conclusions.
In sum, this dissertation has investigated migration-related
issues that have received considerable scholarly attention in other
regions, but less so in SSA. While this dissertation provides a
significant contribution to this research, additional research is
needed to fully understand immigrant incorporation and remitting
behavior in this region.
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Chapter 1: Immigrant Incorporation in South Africa: Regional
and National Origin Differences in Men’s Labor
Market Outcomes

Abstract
This study explores the process of labor market incorporation among
migrant men in South Africa, which has become a magnet for regional
immigration in recent decades. Using 2011 Census data, we compare the
employment rates, class of worker, occupation, and income of African
immigrants, by region of origin, to South African-born internal
migrants, and examine how these outcomes are associated with various
forms of human capital. Results show that, overall, immigrant men enjoy
higher employment levels compared to internal migrants. However, this
immigrant employment advantage does not extend into other labor market
outcomes. Immigrant men are over-represented in the informal sector,
which contributes to generally lower-income relative to South Africans.
The returns to education are also markedly lower for immigrants than
for their internal migrant counterparts. Results also highlight
variations across regional- and national-origin groups, with betterresourced groups exhibiting more favorable outcomes than longerestablished but lower-skilled co-ethnic communities.
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Introduction
The vast majority of both theoretical and empirical research on
immigrant incorporation focuses on South-North migration, that is,
population flows from lower-income countries to wealthy nations in
North America, Europe, and Oceania. This research has shown, among
other things, that the path of immigrant incorporation is shaped by
national origin and human capital characteristics, as well as by
structural conditions in receiving areas, including labor market
conditions and systems of racial stratification (Alba and Foner 2014;
Alba and Nee 2003). However, globally, South-South migration (between
developing countries) has grown tremendously in recent years, and now
rivals South-North migration in size and scope. Nevertheless, research
on immigrant incorporation in the South-South context remains extremely
limited. From a theoretical perspective, it is imperative to examine
the extent to which prior models and arguments based on the South-North
case also apply to South-South migrant flows. In particular, it is
essential to investigate how the unique context of reception in
developing economies may shape immigrant outcomes.
While South-South migration is incredibly diverse, overall, the
developing economies to which immigrants are flocking are marked by
numerous differences with the more developed context of reception. For
example, while most immigrant-receiving countries in the global North
have relatively low or even negative native population growth, many in
the global South are characterized by youthful and rapidly growing
native-born populations, especially in urban areas where population
growth is fueled by both natural increase and rapid rural-urban
migration, heightening employment competition. As a result, developing
2

labor markets are frequently characterized by high unemployment and
large informal sectors, which potentially complicate the path to
incorporation. Moreover, emerging economies are often marked by labor
market rigidities and capital constraints, which could exacerbate labor
market segmentation and reduce the returns to human capital and skills
(Salehi-Isfahani and Murphy 2006). Finally, the socially constructed
racial and ethnic boundaries between immigrants and the dominant group
also tend to differ between South-South and South-North population
flows.
Given these broad differences, it is an open question whether the
patterns and obstacles to immigrant incorporation in Western nations
apply to the South-South context. In this article, we examine immigrant
integration in South Africa, the economic hub of Africa and a prime
example of South-South migration; in recent decades, the number of
foreign born in South Africa increased exponentially, topping 2.2
million in 2011. In spite of the magnitude of this growth, research on
immigrant incorporation in South Africa remains rare, and focused on a
relatively narrow set of employment outcomes.
Accordingly, we draw on data from the 2011 Census to explore
multiple dimensions of labor market outcomes among recent male
immigrants from across Africa, comparing migrants from Southern,
Eastern, and the Rest of Africa (RoA) to South African internal
migrants (SAIM). We also examine outcomes among the two largest
national origin groups arriving today, namely Zimbabweans and
Mozambicans. We begin with an analysis of the likelihood of employment,
a salient concern given the economic and demographic trends in the
3

global South. We then focus on the probability of working in the formal
sector, a powerful form of labor market segmentation in developing
contexts. Finally, we investigate how occupation and income attainment
vary across groups and how they are shaped by formality. In all cases,
we use SAIM, rather than all South African-born men, as the reference
group to reduce the influence of unobserved migrant selectivity on
findings.
Results show that immigrant men generally exhibit higher rates of
employment than SAIM. However, immigrants experience far higher rates
of informal employment and lower income, even after accounting for
human capital differences across groups. The difficulty in accessing
the formal sector of the economy, along with lower returns to human
capital, represents formidable barriers to occupational and income
attainment and highlight how labor market segmentation disadvantages
immigrants. Also, there are important differences both within and
across immigrant regions of origin, that suggest the influence of
cultural and linguistic similarities with natives, as well as
characteristics of co-ethnic communities, in structuring the process of
labor market incorporation.
Theoretical Background
More than 100 years of scholarship has been directed at understanding
the process of immigrant incorporation in wealthy countries,
particularly the United States. While a detailed description of this
history is beyond the scope of this paper, contemporary debates are
often framed in terms of the competing visions of classical and
segmented assimilation. Based mainly on the experience of Europeans who
4

settled in the United States around the turn of the 20th century,
classical assimilation focused on the characteristics of the immigrants
themselves, and how their differences from the native mainstream
impeded incorporation. The expectation was that over time, immigrants
and their descendants would become progressively more like the native
stock, leading to the eventual disappearance of ethnic differences
(Gans and Sandberg 1973).
Classical assimilation has been roundly criticized for its
assumptions of Anglo-conformity, straight-line and universal path of
assimilation, and lack of attention to structural forces. In
particular, the mendacity of disadvantage among African Americans and
other racialized groups led to theories that focused more explicitly on
structural forces in the context of reception that shape outcomes over
and above immigrants’ origin characteristics. In one of the most
influential articulations of this critique, Portes and Zhou (1993)
argued that immigrant social mobility was far from assured and that
many non-white immigrants faced the risk of “downward” assimilation,
into the ranks of the urban poor. Despite criticism for its focus on
culture and insufficient attention to the complexity of the racialized
U.S. class hierarchy, the concept remains a compelling alternative to
more optimistic expectations of assimilation among contemporary
immigrants. The concept, however, has proved difficult to evaluate
empirically. One way of adjudicating between these different
perspectives has been to focus on labor market trajectories and the
extent to which socio-demographic differences across groups explain
them (Villarreal and Tamborini 2018; White and Glick 2009).

5

Specifically, the modern incarnation of classical assimilation
corresponds to human capital perspectives on labor market
incorporation. Human capital theory stresses the importance of
education, language, and work experience in shaping employment
outcomes. Immigrant disadvantage, in this framework, is attributed to
either lower levels of educational attainment and work experience or
the lack of transferability of foreign human capital. As length of
residence in the receiving country increases, the accumulation of local
labor market experience and language skills are expected to boost
employment outcomes (Basilio et al. 2017; Adsera and Chiswick 2007).
Thus, if we see that immigrants experience better labor market outcomes
over time and receive a positive return to human capital and if
disadvantage relative to the native-born is primarily due to sociodemographic differences across groups, then this supports more
classical explanations of immigrant incorporation.
Segmented assimilation theory, in contrast, posits that
structural barriers such as labor market segmentation and ethno-racial
discrimination impede status attainment among immigrant-origin
populations. For instance, theories of labor market segmentation divide
the labor market into primary and secondary sectors, with the latter
marked by instability, few rewards to human capital, and limited
opportunities for upward mobility.

The poor working conditions in the

secondary sector have long encouraged the recruitment of immigrant
labor, and concentration in this sector has been shown to undermine
immigrant incorporation in both the United States and Europe (Constant
and Massey 2005; Eckstein and Peri 2018).
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Likewise, segmented assimilation also calls attention to systems
of racial and ethnic stratification in immigrant-receiving contexts.
Phenotypically distinct from the native white majorities in Europe and
North America, contemporary immigrants are argued to face substantial
impediments to incorporation. As a result, co-ethnic immigrant
communities have been formulated to act as a buffer against
discrimination in the broader economy, providing a source of
employment, access to information, and other support that facilitate
the adaptation of immigrants and their children. At the same time, the
attributes of co-ethnic communities also matter, as the benefits of
agglomeration are enhanced for members of well-established and betterresourced groups (Portes and Zhou 1993).
Thus, overall, if we see that immigrants are concentrated in
disadvantaged segments of the labor market, experience few gains to
experience or human capital, or if socio-demographic characteristics
fail to explain labor market disadvantage vis-a-vis the native-born,
this would support segmented views of immigrant incorporation. And, we
must pay careful attention to variation across national origin groups
to assess whether and how characteristics of co-ethnic communities
might shape paths of incorporation net of individual endowments.
The South African Context
South Africa provides an excellent opportunity to study South-South
immigrant incorporation. The end of apartheid was followed by a
sustained economic boom; between 1994 and 2012 real GDP increased 77%,
with annual growth rates averaging 3.3%, more than double those
registered during the previous decade (IDC-RI 2013). To elucidate, per
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capita GDP rose from US$2,982 in 2000 to US$7,976 in 2011 (World Bank
2017) placing it solidly within the ranks of middle income countries
worldwide, and a key economic powerhouse in Africa.
However, like many other countries around the globe, economic
growth in South Africa has been volatile. The economy contracted
sharply after the 1998 East Asian crisis and 2008 global Great
Recession, which was followed in 2009 by the only year of negative GDP
growth in South Africa’s post-apartheid history. Likewise, after a
period of strong growth between 2004 and 2007 (where GDP increased 5.2%
annually), GDP fell 29% between 2011 and 2016 (Statistics SA 2016).
Moreover, in spite of strong economic performance overall, both
unemployment and informality remained persistent features of the South
African economy. For instance, unemployment increased slightly in
recent decades, from 22.9% in 1994 to 25.1% in 2012. The high levels of
unemployment resulted from both the challenges of absorbing a rapidly
growing population of labor market entrants and from structural changes
to the South Africa’s economy (Festus et al. 2015). In particular, the
shrinking agricultural and mining sectors, which previously employed
the preponderance of low-skilled workers, and growth of the service
industry contributed to the decline and increase in the demand for lowand high-skilled labor, respectively (Banerjee et al. 2006). In
addition to volatility and high unemployment, roughly 32.7% of South
African workers were employed informally in 2010. Moreover, informal
employment is not confined to low-skilled work or a handful of
occupational niches (Human Sciences Research Council 2018). Rather,
informal employment is used across the skill spectrum as an alternative
to unemployment.
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While high levels of unemployment, informality, and economic
volatility cast a shadow over South Africa’s recent growth, its economy
nevertheless performed significantly better than most other countries
in the region, making it an increasingly attractive destination for
labor migrants. While immigration was discouraged during the years
immediately following the end of apartheid, as the country focused on a
period of nation-building, the combination of rapid economic growth,
expansion of economic relationships on the continent, and out-migration
of many skilled South Africans to Europe and the Americas (Dept. of
Home Affairs 2016; Pauw et al. 2006) heightened the demand for migrant
labor. Internal migration, particularly from rural to urban areas,
increased sharply (Reed 2013), as did entry from abroad. Immigration
Act 13, passed in 2002 and amended in 2004, facilitated the immigration
of skilled workers, in particular. The combined effect was that between
2000 and 2011 the stock of immigrants increased roughly 112%, reaching
2.2 million (authors’ calculation from census data). However, the rise
in immigration was not without tension; public sentiment became
increasingly hostile (including a number of highly publicized antiimmigrant riots) and legislation also enhanced enforcement measures
against unauthorized immigration through massive deportation campaigns
(Crush 2011).
The national origins of immigrants to South Africa have shifted
significantly over time.1 As shown in Table 1.1, the majority of
contemporary migrants come from South of the Sahara, especially from
the Southern African Development Community (SADC) region (a combination

1
The colonial era was marked by immigration from United Kingdom and the
Netherlands – the origins of much of South Africa’s white population
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of Eastern and Southern African countries). During the apartheid era,
bilateral agreements with Lesotho, Mozambique, and Malawi facilitated
black mining labor, though permanent settlement was restricted to white
immigrants. For instance, Mozambican migration to South Africa dates
back to 18th century recruitment of mining and agricultural labor.
Mozambicans also settled more permanently in South Africa in large
numbers during the 1980s, as hundreds of thousands sought refuge from
civil war. Likewise, Lesotho began sending migrants to South Africa
during the mid-19th century to work in the cane fields and diamond mines
(Crush 2000).
Other migration streams are more recent. Zimbabwe, for example,
became an important source of labor migration only in the 1990s (Mlambo
2014) after losing its status as a migrant-receiving country itself (in
the 1970s and 1980s). Zimbabwe’s economic crisis in the 2000s
exacerbated migration flows to South Africa. Similarly, immigration by
other East African countries (especially Ethiopians, Sudanese, and
Somalis) increased in the post-1994 period and accelerated in the 2000s
due to poor political and economic conditions at origin. As much of the
migration from the SADC region was driven by demand for low-skill
labor, immigrants from the region tend to be less educated. Zimbabwe is
an exception, as many higher-skilled workers were “pushed” to migrate
by the economic crisis at origin.
While migration from the SADC region remains dominant, countries
from outside the region, such the Democratic Republic of Congo, Ghana,
Nigeria, and Ivory Coast, have significant migrant stocks in South
Africa (Ngwenya 2010).

Some nationals from these countries migrated
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clandestinely during apartheid, albeit in small numbers (Adepoju 2003).
However, larger migration streams from Central and West Africa started
in earnest after the demise of apartheid. For instance, immigrants from
Congo and Nigeria increased in the post-1994 period and accelerated in
the 2000s. Much of this flow was driven by the demand for skilled labor
created by the emigration of highly-skilled South Africans to more
developed countries; immigrants from the RoA (particularly Ghana and
Nigeria) thus include a disproportionate number of university
professors, medical doctors, nurses, lawyers, and engineers (Adepoju
2003), as well as business investors (Inaka 2014).
In sum, immigrants from Southern Africa are the most culturally
similar to South Africans, though they tend to be disproportionately
low-skill workers. Those from Eastern Africa are slightly more
culturally distant from South Africans, with more variable skill
levels. Some national origin groups, such as Mozambicans, have long
histories of settlement and more established co-ethnic communities,
while others, such as Zimbabweans, have only settled in large numbers
relatively recently. Those from the RoA, in contrast, are the most
culturally distant but highest skill compared to other migrants.
So far, we know relatively little about immigrant incorporation
in South Africa. The few studies that have been conducted point to
better employment outcomes for immigrants than South Africans. For
example, Zuberi and Sibanda (2004) used data from the 1996 Census to
show that immigrant men were more likely to participate in the labor
market and had better employment odds than South African-born men.
Likewise, Peters and Sundaram (2015) used 2001 Census data to show
11

that, conditional on education level, immigrants from several
developing (including Mozambique and Zimbabwe) and developed (United
Kingdom) countries outperformed SAIM. However, they also noted that
country-specific employment probabilities converged at high levels of
education, suggesting the primacy of human capital for labor market
incorporation in South Africa.
While these studies are informative, the high rates of
unemployment and economic volatility of the 2000s necessitate
reassessing immigrant employment with more recent data. We also need to
broaden the focus on employment to include other aspects of labor
market incorporation, such as occupational attainment and income. While
education may help immigrants find work, segmentation may lower the
returns to human capital in terms of occupation and income. Moreover,
high levels of informal employment in South Africa also warrant careful
consideration. We need to examine not only how human capital shapes
access to formal jobs, but also how class of worker shapes occupation
and income.
In addition, we need better consideration of regional and
national origin differences. Although Peters and Sundaram attempted to
assess employment probabilities by country of origin, their analysis
pooled a heterogeneous group of South African-born (black, white, and
mixed race) internal migrants as the reference group, despite
substantial labor market inequalities among them. We examine employment
outcomes across regions of origin, comparing SAIM to immigrants from
Southern Africa (who are linguistically and ethnically most similar to
South Africans), to Eastern African (who tend to be more positively
12

selected), and RoA (who tend to be skilled professionals and investors
but are more culturally distant). We further compare outcomes among for
the two largest sending countries – Zimbabwe and Mozambique – to assess
the importance of co-ethnic communities and other differences within
the Eastern region. By focusing on the regional groupings and comparing
them to black SAIM, we can better assess differences in employment
patterns, both overall and net of human capital differences, to
determine whether each group follows a more classical or segmented
pattern of incorporation. And, comparing incorporation among recent
migrants from the two national groups net of individual sociodemographic differences provides at least suggestive insight into how
the characteristics of co-ethnic communities shape incorporation in
South Africa.
Data and Methods
The data for the analysis comes from the 2015 revised 10% sample of the
2011 South African census. Census data are advantageous in many ways;
they have large and representative samples, sufficient information on
migration, and a host of socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.
We restrict our sample to individuals aged 20 to 60 to allow for at
least secondary school completion at the lower end, and to exclude
individuals of retirement age at the upper end. Individuals still
attending school are excluded. As a first step in the investigation, we
restrict the sample to men. While the intersection of gender and
immigrant incorporation is incredibly important, the unique employment
patterns among women warrant independent consideration.
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We define international migrants as anyone over 18 years old born
in Southern (Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland, and Botswana), Eastern
(Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Malawi, Mauritius, Seychelles, Tanzania, Zambia,
Burundi, Comoros, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Rwanda,
Somalia, and Uganda ), or RoA (the majority from Nigeria, Congo, DRC,
and to a lesser extent Cameroon and Ghana). We also analyze outcomes
for Mozambique and Zimbabwe, which have large enough samples to allow
separate analysis, to further shed light on how co-ethnic communities
may shape incorporation.
Since immigrants are potentially not randomly selected from their
countries of origin, they may differ on unmeasured characteristics,
such as health or personality traits, that could also shape employment
outcomes. To minimize unobserved selectivity biases, we use internal
migrants as our reference group. Internal migrants are arguably more
likely to share the unmeasured attributes of immigrants than the
general native-born population. Moreover, because they are also moving
from one area to another, they are exposed to similar issues of
incorporation as immigrants. For the analysis, black South African men
who changed their province of residence between the 2001 and 2011
Censuses, and whose current region of residence is not their birth
province, constitute the reference group.
To ensure comparability between internal and international
migrant populations, we restrict the immigrant sample to those who
entered South Africa in 2001 or later. And, because the majority of
internal movements are rural-urban and international migrants tend to
settle in major cities, we further restricted our sample to urban
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residents. And finally, we remove 16,880 individuals without
information on employment status, most of whom were economically
inactive. The final sample consists of 115,600 SAIM; 2,692 Southern
Africans; 26,143 East Africans; and 2,778 men from the RoA (as well as
15,002 Zimbabweans and 6,073 Mozambicans).
Dependent and independent variables
Our dependent variables include four labor market outcomes: employment,
class of worker, occupation, and income. Employment is a binary
indicator that takes a value of 1 if a person was employed at the time
of the Census. Conditional on employment, class of worker defines
informal employment as working for a firm that is not registered for
value-added or income tax, or with fewer than 5 employees. We also
include in the informal class those who work in private households. The
South African Census groups workers into several broad occupational
categories: managers; technicians; professionals; clerks; sales and
service workers; craft and related trades; plant and machine operators;
and elementary2 and domestic workers. We further simplify these
categories, distinguishing between high-skill (managers, technicians,
and professionals), low-skill (elementary and domestic workers); and
medium-skill (all remaining) occupations. Income is also recorded in
the Census as one of 12 annual income categories, ranging from no
income to over R2,457,600 (US$340,623). We simplify this outcome into
high (over R38,401 (US$5,322)), middle (R9,601–38,400 (US$1,331–
5,322)), and low (R1–9,601) incomes.

2
Involving simple and routine tasks mainly requiring the use of hand-held tools
and some physical effort such as garbage collection or meter reading
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Explanatory variables follow expectations from assimilation
theories. Education is defined by four mutually exclusive dummy
distinguishing between: respondents who did not advance beyond primary
school, those that attended but did not finish secondary school, those
with completed secondary education, and those with post-secondary
education. We also include a language variable, differentiating between
English speakers (those who list English among the two languages spoken
most often at home), Zulu or Xhosa (the two widely spoken non-English
languages in South Africa), and other language speakers. English is the
dominant language for business, government, and education in South
Africa, and is thus a vital form of human capital. This specification,
however, has the potential to miss some multi-lingual English speakers,
especially South Africans. We also include a continuous specification
of years since migration (YSM) for both internal and international
migrants, age and its quadratic form, and marital status, which takes a
value of 1 for those who are married or living with a romantic partner.
Analytical strategy
The statistical analyses apply binary logistic regression to
dichotomous measures (employment and class of worker), and multinomial
logistic regression for analyses of categorical measures (occupation
and income). For each analysis, we run a series of models. Model 1
includes only region or national origin, to assess gross group
differences in labor market outcomes. Model 2 adds controls for sociodemographic characteristics, and thus illustrates the extent to which
the disparities evident in Model 1 are a function of composition
differences across groups. Subsequent models add interactions between
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place of origin and educational attainment and YSM to assess
differences in the returns to human capital across groups. The analyses
of occupation and income also include a model that adds formal
employment as a control, as well as tests for interactions between
regional or national origin and formal employment. Finally, we account
for the potentially uneven geographical distribution of different
groups by adjusting standard errors for clustering at the district
level.
Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 1.2 reports summary statistics for outcome and explanatory
variables and demonstrates important differences by regional and
national origin. Employment levels are higher among immigrant men from
East (84%) and RoA (82%) than among SAIM (78%). Only immigrants from
Southern Africa exhibit lower employment levels (73%) than internal
migrants. There is also considerable heterogeneity within East Africa;
85% of Zimbabwean men were employed at interview, relative to 79% among
Mozambicans.
Origin differences in employment are dwarfed, however, by
disparities in class of worker. SAIM are far more likely to be employed
in the formal sector (77%) than all immigrant groups (where formal
employment ranges from 60% among East Africans to 66% for those from
RoA). Within East Africa, 64% of Zimbabweans and 54% of Mozambicans
formally employed.
Occupational distributions also vary substantially across groups.
Southern and Eastern African migrants tend to be under-represented in
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high-skill and over-represented in low-skill jobs. Men from RoA, in
contrast, top the occupational hierarchy with 37% employed in skilled
jobs, a figure that is far higher than South African-born men (21%).
Once again there are large national origin differences within East
Africa, with Zimbabwean men more likely to work in professional jobs
(17%) than their Mozambican counterparts (12%) – though both are overrepresented in the low-skill occupation category.
Differences in income distributions are even more stark. SAIM are
concentrated in the upper (50%) and middle (43%) income groups with a
relatively modest 7% falling into the lowest income category. With the
notable exception of those from RoA (whose earnings distributions are
similar to those of SAIM), immigrant men are far more likely to fall
into the lowest-earning group (14 and 21% among Eastern and Southern
Africans, respectively), and substantially less likely to fall into the
higher-earning group (25 and 23%, respectively). Within Eastern Africa,
Zimbabwean incomes are closer to those of SAIM, with relatively few
falling into the lowest income category (10%). However, like fellow
Eastern African men, they are more concentrated in the middle-income
category (59%) and are far less likely than SAIM to be among the top
earners (30%). Mozambicans, on the other hand, show a clear pattern of
earnings disadvantage, with the highest share low- (21%) and middle(66%) income, and a scant 13% earning the highest incomes.
These labor market differentials likely reflect variation in
socio-demographic characteristics across groups. By far, immigrants
from RoA average the highest levels of human capital, followed by SAIM.
Immigrant men from Southern Africa average the lowest human capital,
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with Eastern African immigrants falling in between. To illustrate, 48%
of immigrant men from RoA have obtained post-secondary education. The
comparable proportions are 21% for SAIM, 11% for Eastern African men,
and a mere 5% for Southern African immigrants. Similarly, those from
RoA are far more likely to report speaking English at home (86%) than
SAIM (25%) and immigrants from Southern (28%) and Eastern Africa (48%).
Of the two national origins, Zimbabweans average better human capital
than Mozambican immigrants; 26 and 15% of Zimbabweans have completed
secondary and post-secondary education, respectively, relative to 12%
and a mere 1% among Mozambicans. Zimbabweans also report far higher
levels of English spoken in the home (54%) than Mozambicans (13%).
Average YSM are relatively similar across groups (ranging from
3.0 for SAIM to 3.9 for Mozambicans and to 4.4 for immigrants from
RoA), as is age (ranging from 30 among Eastern Africans to 34 among
SAIM and immigrants from RoA). The proportions married are also
relatively similar across regional groups, though within Eastern
Africa, Zimbabweans are far more likely to be married (63%) than
Mozambicans (51%).
In short, immigrants from RoA score high in both human capital
and labor market outcomes, especially occupational and income
attainment. Immigrants from Southern Africa score the lowest in both
human capital and labor market outcomes while East African migrants
tend to fall in between these two extremes. SAIM are second only to men
from the RoA when we consider human capital and labor market outcomes.
And, for the national groups, Mozambican men average low levels of
human capital while Zimbabweans are closer to SAIM. Nevertheless, both
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national groups evidence signs of labor market disadvantage relative to
SAIM, particularly with respect to formal employment and achieving
high-status and high-wage jobs. We next explore these patterns with
multivariable analyses.
Multivariable analysis
Employment
The first set of multivariable analyses, presented in Table 1.3,
investigate the extent to which employment differs between immigrants
and internal migrants, as found by previous studies. The first model
reproduces the differences in employment rates reported in the
descriptive analysis; relative to SAIM, only immigrants from Southern
Africa are less likely to be employed, while those from East and RoA
are more likely. However, socioeconomic differences across groups
completely account for the employment disadvantage of Southern
Africans, as well as the employment advantage of those from RoA. That
is, once factors such as education, YSM, and language spoken at home
are held constant, Southern African immigrants are no longer less
likely to be employed than their SAIM peers, but those from the RoA
are. The employment advantage of East African immigrants, in contrast,
seems unrelated to human capital characteristics.
Model 3 also shows important interactions between region of
origin and education. As is the case in most labor markets, those with
higher education enjoy an employment advantage over their less-educated
counterparts. However, the employment returns to higher educational
attainment are significantly weaker among immigrants. Specifically,
among SAIM, those completing post-secondary education are 3.2 times
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(exp1.170) more likely to be employed than their peers with less than
secondary education. In contrast, the highly educated from Southern,
Eastern, and RoA are only 1.6 (exp1.170-.685), 2.2 (exp1.170-.378), and
1.1 (exp 1.170-1.113) times more likely than their less educated South
African peers to be employed, respectively.
The link between YSM and employment also varies across groups
(Model 4). Overall, employment opportunities tend to decrease slightly,
by 3 percentage points, each year after migration (Model 2). However,
this is particularly true for SAIM, as well as Eastern and Southern
African immigrants. Immigrants from RoA are the only group to see a
positive return (6% (exp.09-.03)) for time since migration.
We also present results from the same series of models exploring
national origin differences within Eastern Africa in Appendix Table
A1.1. While in the aggregate only men from Zimbabwe enjoy an employment
advantage over SAIM, this is due to the disadvantaged origin
characteristics of Mozambican immigrants. When socio-demographic
characteristics are held constant in Model 2, both Zimbabwean and
Mozambican men are more likely to be employed than their South African
counterparts. There are also important national origin differences in
the returns to education; among Mozambicans (but not Zimbabweans), the
employment returns to higher education are significantly lower than for
SAIM. Finally, results show no significant differences in the return to
YSM across national groups.
Class of worker
The lower employment returns to education among immigrants are
suggestive of labor market segmentation. To explore this possibility
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further, Table 1.4 reports results from a similar series of models
predicting class of worker among those who are employed. Results show
clear immigrant disadvantage in accessing formal employment, evidenced
by the negative coefficients for all regions of origin. Moreover, while
socio-demographic factors explain some of these disparities for the
relatively disadvantaged regions of origin (Model 2), large disparities
remain even net of these characteristics. And, for the relatively
advantaged immigrants from RoA, disparities with SAIM are actually
larger once human capital considerations are taken into account. To
illustrate, relative to SAIM with similar socio-demographic
characteristics, the odds of formal employment range from 35% lower (1exp-.43) among Southern African men to a full 58% (1-exp-0.868) lower
among men from RoA.
Once again, there are important interactions between the region
of origin and human capital factors that further suggest the segmented
nature of immigrant incorporation in South Africa. Overall, there is a
clear educational gradient to formal employment; the least educated are
the least likely to hold formal jobs, and the most educated are the
most likely. However, this tendency varies across regions of origin in
a way that suggests lower returns to human capital among immigrants
(based on the negative interaction terms). Moreover, time in receiving
areas does not significantly predict formal employment, suggesting a
lack of movement out of the informal sector that appears to affect all
groups.
Appendix Table A1.2 reports similar models comparing Zimbabwean
and Mozambican migrants with SAIM. Consistent with the regional
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disparities, both national origins are substantially less likely to
work in the formal sector, a pattern that remains even net of sociodemographic differences across groups. For both Zimbabweans and
Mozambicans, returns to education are also lower (Model 3). Again, YSM
does not predict formal employment, although Mozambicans appear to
receive a positive return with additional time in receiving areas (3%).
Occupation
Next, we report on a series of multinomial logit models predicting low(Table 1.5a) and high- (Table 1.5b) occupational status (relative to
medium-status). Overall, the results for occupational status are
similar to those for class of worker; while immigrants are more likely
to find employment than SAIM, this does not translate into better
occupational attainment, especially among men from Southern and Eastern
Africa. Gross regional differences conform to the occupational
distribution presaged in Table 1.1; relative to SAIM, immigrants from
Southern and Eastern Africa are more likely to work in low-status jobs
and less likely to work in high-status jobs. Only men from RoA average
better occupational attainment than SAIM, as they are both less likely
to be employed in low-status jobs and more likely to be employed in
high-status jobs.
However, the occupational disadvantages exhibited by immigrants
from Southern and Eastern Africa are completely attributable to
differences in socio-demographic differences across groups (Model 2).
Likewise, the occupational advantage enjoyed by immigrant men from RoA
is substantially reduced, though remains statistically significant,
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when we account for their higher average human capital relative to
SAIM.
There are no important interactions between region of origin and
human capital in terms of occupational attainment. Although, overall,
there is an educational gradient to occupational attainment (higher
education is negatively associated with low-skill and positively
associated with high-skill occupations), returns to education are
relatively uniform across regional groups, especially for high-status
jobs. However, there is some indication of a lower return to education
for Eastern Africans in terms of avoiding low-status jobs (Table 1.5a
column 3). Duration of residence does not improve occupational status
for either SAIM or immigrants. Finally, while employment in the formal
sector is a significant factor helping men avoid low-skill employment,
this too does not seem to vary by region of origin.
National origin results for occupational attainment, presented in
Appendix Tables A1.3a and A1.3b, are also consistent with regional
disparities; while in the aggregate Mozambican and Zimbabwean men are
less likely than SAIM to be employed in high- (relative to middle-)
skilled occupations, this is entirely attributable to socio-demographic
differences across groups. The occupational returns to education,
however, vary by national origin. Relative to SAIM, Mozambicans receive
lower returns to education in terms of avoiding low-status jobs while
Zimbabweans enjoy higher returns to education for accessing high-status
jobs. Again, YSM does not predict occupational attainment and there is
no variation across national groups.
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Income
The final set of analyses examines earnings differentials between
immigrant and SAIM men. Tables 1.6a and 1.6b present results from
multinomial logit models predicting income category (low or high versus
middle). Here, too, there is a clear pattern of immigrant disadvantage;
immigrants from Southern and Eastern Africa are both more likely to be
low-income earners and less likely to be high-income than SAIM. Only
men from RoA are more likely to be high-income earners than their South
African counterparts in Model 1.
Accounting for human capital and other demographic factors in
Model 2 also explains little of the disparity between immigrants and
SAIM. For example, in Table 1.6a, accounting for socio-demographic
differences across groups barely reduces Southern and Eastern African
immigrant men’s

disproportionate concentration in the low-income

category. And, men from RoA are more likely than internal migrants to
be low-income once their human capital advantage is considered.
Likewise, while socio-demographic characteristics explain the lower
likelihood of high-income attainment among Southern Africans, the
disadvantage relative to SAIM remains pronounced for immigrants from
Eastern and RoA.
As expected, education is an important determinant of income. The
least educated are more likely to fall into the lowest income category
and less likely to fall into the highest, while the inverse is true for
the best educated. However, Model 3 indicates important differences by
region of origin. On the one hand, immigrants from Eastern Africa seem
slightly better than SAIM at leveraging educational attainment in order
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to avoid low-wage jobs (Table 1.6a). On the other hand, immigrant men
seem to have a harder time converting higher education into high-wage
jobs (Table 1.6b). This is particularly true for immigrants from RoA;
while among SAIM highly educated men are fully 32 (exp 3.464) times
more likely than their less educated counterparts to earn high incomes,
the corresponding odds for highly educated men from RoA are only 5.3
(exp 3.464-1.798) times larger.
Once again, we see that those with longer durations in the host
area do not average better income (Model 2). The interaction terms in
Model 5, however, indicate that the odds of earning a high income
increase slightly for the three regional immigrant groups, ranging from
6% (for East and RoA men) to 10% (for Southern Africans) for each
additional year of residence. However, immigrant concentration in the
informal sector presents a formidable barrier to income attainment, as
it both raises the odds of being low-income and lowers the odds of
being high-income.
Finally, within the Eastern African region, Appendix Tables A1.4a
and A1.4b show important differences in income attainment between
Zimbabweans and Mozambicans. Although men from East Africa are more
likely to be low-income relative to SAIM, this is only true for
Mozambicans (and not for Zimbabweans). Both nationalities, however, are
less likely to be high-income than SAIM. Moreover, the protective
effect of higher education in reducing the odds of low-income is
slightly greater among Zimbabweans than Mozambicans. And, although the
odds of being high-income increase slightly over time for both
Zimbabwean and Mozambican men (6 and 7% per year, respectively),
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Zimbabweans are also less likely to fall into the lowest income
category with time.
Discussion and Conclusions
While ample research examines immigrant integration in the global
North, similar research on migrants to the global South remains scant,
despite significant differences between the respective worlds. This
paper addresses this gap by examining immigrant incorporation in South
Africa, a magnet for intra-regional migration in sub-Saharan Africa. In
particular, the study investigates labor market incorporation using an
array of outcomes (employment, class of worker, occupation, and income)
for immigrant men, comparing them by regional and national origin,
relative to black South African internal migrants (SAIM). One of the
key questions guiding the analysis is the extent to which immigrants’
employment patterns support classical or segmented perspectives on
incorporation.
Overall, results indicate significant challenges to labor market
incorporation among immigrant men in South Africa. Consistent with
earlier studies, we find that immigrant men enjoy an employment
advantage over their SAIM peers, an essential consideration in highunemployment contexts. However, favorable employment rates do not
translate into better jobs. Immigrant men are over-represented in the
informal sector and under-represented in high-status and high-wage
employment. While the disproportionate concentration in low-skill, lowwage, and informal employment is far greater among immigrant streams
with lower levels of human capital (such as those from Southern and
Eastern Africa, and specifically Mozambique), concentration in the
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informal sector is also pronounced even among the relatively advantaged
groups such as those from the Rest of Africa (RoA) (and Zimbabwe).
One of the means of adjudicating between classical and segmented
views of immigrant incorporation is to examine the extent to which
immigrant disadvantage is explained by human capital and other
compositional differences across groups. Here, we find partial support
for both perspectives. On the one hand, differences across groups in
human capital endowments do, in fact, explain an important share of
differences between immigrants and SAIM. This is particularly true for
Southern African and Mozambican men, who average the lowest levels of
educational attainment across groups. On the other hand, for bettereducated immigrant streams, such as those from RoA, accounting for
socio-demographic composition actually increases inequality with SAIM
on a number of dimensions, suggesting that even high-skilled immigrants
face barriers to incorporation in South Africa. In addition, human
capital explains immigrant disadvantage in some labor market outcomes,
particularly employment and occupational attainment, far better than
others. It is especially striking that controlling for sociodemographic characteristics does little to reduce the immigrant
disadvantage in accessing formal employment. And, the fact that
immigrants are more successful in accessing occupations commensurate
with their skills than is the case for income further supports a
segmented view of incorporation. It is also troubling that longer
duration of residence in South Africa is generally not associated with
greater access to formal, higher-status, or better-paying jobs, in
sharp contrast to classical assimilation predictions.
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Results also indicate that the returns to human capital are
significantly lower for immigrants than for SAIM on a number of
outcomes, another key indicator of segmented incorporation.

For

example, the employment advantage enjoyed by the highly educated is
significantly smaller among immigrants than SAIM. Likewise, while
highly-educated workers are more likely than their less-educated
counterparts to work in the formal sector, this is decidedly less so
among immigrants than among SAIM. For immigrant men, higher education
also confers lower benefits with respect to income. The only instances
where immigrants seem to reap a higher reward to human capital than
SAIM relate to YSM. However, this pattern seems to result from the
negative association between time in receiving areas and labor market
outcomes among South Africans (possibly driven by return migration)
than a positive association among immigrants.
Variation in labor market outcomes by region and national origin
are also suggestive. Research on co-ethnic communities in the United
States emphasizes the importance of social networks of support that
come with longer-established and more resourced co-ethnic populations.
In our case, immigrants from Southern and Eastern Africa (particularly
the former) are more culturally similar to South Africans, and enjoy
larger established co-ethnic communities than those from RoA. However,
those from RoA are disproportionately highly skilled. Within Eastern
Africa, Mozambicans have a better established but less resourced coethnic community than Zimbabweans. The pattern of labor market outcomes
across groups at least tentatively suggests that in South Africa,
better-educated co-ethnics are more helpful than longer-established
communities. Immigrants from RoA and Zimbabwe tend to do better than
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those from less-resourced regions and Mozambique, even net of
individual levels of human capital.
Finally, results also offer important insight for comparative
perspectives on immigrant labor market incorporation. The combination
of high immigrant employment, coupled with clear disadvantage in class
of worker and income is similar to developed contexts with fewer
employment protections. That is, South Africa is more like the United
States than European countries with more stringent labor market
regulations and more generous social safety net provisions, where
immigrants often have high rates of unemployment (Alba and Foner 2015).
In South Africa, immigrants can (and must) find work.

However, as

elsewhere, employers seem to turn to immigrants to fill unattractive
jobs. Two important distinctions between South Africa and higher income
countries are its large informal sector and relatively high rates of
emigration among skilled workers. This seems to allow for occupational
attainment that is similar for immigrants and SAIM but only via
informal and lower-wage employment. This situation of demand for
skilled labor in the informal sector represents a fundamental challenge
to the successful incorporation of better-educated immigrants, and a
particularly stark contrast with the more developed context.
Limitations
The cross-sectional nature of our data precludes assessing actual
change in employment outcomes over time. Thus, we compare, at a single
point in time, migrants with longer and shorter duration of residence
in a given area. As such, selective out-migration could potentially
shape outcomes. It is not clear whether return migration is positively
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or negatively selected in South Africa; if those facing difficulties
finding quality employment are more likely to return home, then our
findings could be taken as a conservative estimate of differences
across groups. Likewise, our analysis is restricted to a relatively
short, 10-year time frame. Immigrants could experience more mobility as
durations in South Africa lengthen.
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Tables
Table 1.1: South African immigration stock by region and country of
origin: 1996-2011
Region/country

1996

2001

2011

All Africa

541,775

728,146

1,632,249

Southern Africa

185,126

212,256

252,057

Lesotho

114,933

116,354

163,415

Namibia

32,722

45,355

40,267

Swaziland
Eastern Africa
Malawi
Mozambique

25,574

32,524

36,240

333,429

482,236

1,266,450

11,409

26,662

87,625

206,718

269,873

388,938

Zambia

15,551

23,985

29,705

Zimbabwe

82,629

132,150

674,056

23,220

33,654

113,743

1,900

7,463

26,375

7,101

27,270

Rest of Africa
Congo
Nigeria

na

na = not available
Source : South African Census data; 1996, 2001, and 2011
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Table 1.2: Summary statistics for variables used in the analysis by
regional and national origin, men age 20-60
South African
internal
migrants

Southern
Africa

Eastern
Africa

Rest of
Africa

Zimbabwe

Mozambique

Labor market outcomes
Employed (%)

78
[N]

Formal employment (%)

115,600
77

Occupation (%)

73 ***
2,692

84 ***

82 ***

26,143

61 ***

85 ***

2,778

60 ***

15,002

66 ***

64 ***

79 **
6,073
54 ***

***

***

***

***

***

21

15

16

37

17

12

9

7

7

10

7

8

Sales and services

21

15

20

25

22

16

Craft and related trade

29

Manager or Professional
Clerk

18

24

23

13

23

Plant and machine operator

9

11

7

4

7

9

Elementary/Domestic worker

22

28

26

11

24

27

Incomea (%)

***

***

***

***

***

7

21

14

8

10

21

Middle (R 9601-38400)

43

56

61

36

59

66

High (R 38401+)

50

23

25

55

30

13

Low (R 1-9600)

Human capital factors
Education (%)

***

***

***

***

***

Primary or less

13

43

19

4

10

44

Some secondary

31

40

46

10

49

43

Completed secondary

36

12

24

38

26

12

Post-secondary

21

5

11

48

15

1

***

***

***

***

***

Language (%)
English

25

28

48

86

54

13

Zulu or Xhosa

50

22

24

5

25

29

Other

25

50

28

9

21

Years since migration (mean)

3.0 (2.7) 3.7 (3.1) †††

3.5 (2.7) †††

4.4 (3.0) †††

58

3.5 (2.4) †††

3.9 (3.1) †††

30 (6.9) †††

30 (7.2) †††

Demographic characteristics
Age (mean)
Married (%)
Nb

34 (8.6)

32 (8.0) †††

56

56

80,791

1,733

30 (7.0) †††

34 (6.6)

58 ***
19,613

58 ***
1,988

63 ***
11,382

a

The ZAR-USD exchange rate in the year of census was 0.1386

[N] is the sample size reported in the data description section, includes the employed and unemployed
N b is for the employed men only with no missing information on all labor market outcomes
Chi-square test: ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Two-tailed ttest: ††† p < 0.001; Standard deviations in parentheses
Note: All comparisons for the statistical tests are to South African internal migrants
Source: 2011 South African Census
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51 **
4,238

Table 1.3: Results from binary logit models predicting employment for
men age 20-60
Model 1
Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
Southern Africa
-0.218*
***
Eastern Africa
0.442
**
Rest of Africa
0.272
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary
Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Constant
1.237***
N
Pseudo R 2
0.004

[0.09]
[0.09]
[0.09]

[0.05]

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

-0.055
[0.10]
***
0.559
[0.05]
***
-0.257
[0.06]

-0.060
***
0.516
0.403

[0.14]
[0.09]
[0.22]

-0.011
[0.14]
***
0.528
[0.08]
***
-0.598
[0.11]

0.005
0.351***
1.108***
***
-0.028

[0.04]
[0.07]
[0.07]
[0.01]

-0.019
0.349***
1.170***
***
-0.027

[0.05]
[0.07]
[0.08]
[0.01]

0.004
0.350***
1.107***
***
-0.030

[0.04]
[0.07]
[0.07]
[0.01]

0.316***
0.199*
0.177***
-0.002***
0.586***

[0.06]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.316***
0.197*
0.178***
-0.002***
0.585***

[0.06]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.317***
0.199*
0.177***
-0.002***
0.584***

[0.06]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.146
-0.261
-0.685**
0.122*
0.008
-0.378***
-0.299
**
-0.560
***
-1.113

[0.13]
[0.17]
[0.24]
[0.06]
[0.08]
[0.10]
[0.23]
[0.20]
[0.27]
-0.011
0.009
0.090***
-2.665***

[0.02]
[0.01]
[0.02]
[0.23]

-2.678*** [0.22]
-2.682*** [0.23]
147,213
0.062

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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0.063

0.062

Table 1.4: Results from binary logit models predicting formal
employment for men age 20-60
Model 1
Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
Southern Africa
-0.757*** [0.13]
Eastern Africa
-0.806*** [0.06]
Rest of Africa
-0.538*** [0.13]
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary

Model 2

Pseudo R 2

***

1.206

0.020

[0.05]

Model 4

-0.430*** [0.13]
-0.661*** [0.05]
-0.868*** [0.14]

-0.319
[0.16]
-0.459*** [0.07]
-0.201
[0.39]

-0.453** [0.16]
-0.699*** [0.06]
-0.849*** [0.20]

0.302***
***
0.657
***
1.203
0.007

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.06]
[0.00]

0.358***
***
0.760
***
1.285
0.007

[0.06]
[0.06]
[0.08]
[0.00]

0.303***
***
0.657
***
1.202
0.005

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.06]
[0.00]

-0.005
-0.129**
0.013
0.000
**
0.051

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

-0.002
-0.135***
0.011
0.000
**
0.051

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

-0.004
-0.129**
0.012
0.000
**
0.050

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

-0.117
-0.307*
0.116
-0.164*
-0.385***
-0.260*
-0.507

[0.15]
[0.14]
[0.34]
[0.07]
[0.09]
[0.12]
[0.38]

-0.711

[0.41]

-0.784

[0.44]
0.007
0.011
-0.003
0.361

[0.03]
[0.01]
[0.02]
[0.20]

Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Constant
N

Model 3

0.344

[0.20]
0.283
104,125

0.043

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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0.044

[0.21]

0.043

39

0.066

0.111

[0.21]

0.066

[0.22]
0.173
104,125

0.066

[0.21]
0.096

0.066

0.173
-0.056
0.247
0.106

[0.11]
[0.06]
[0.17]
[0.22]

[0.12]
[0.23]
[0.49]
[0.11]
[0.11]
[0.15]
[0.42]
[0.31]
[0.40]
0.148
0.284
0.402
*
0.260
**
0.347
0.418**
-0.595
-0.307
-0.025

[0.02]
[0.01]
[0.03]

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]
-0.056
0.035
-0.020
0.000*
**
-0.056
***
-0.274
[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]
-0.057
0.035
-0.020
0.000*
**
-0.056
***
-0.281
[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]
-0.061
0.042
-0.019
0.000*
**
-0.056
***
-0.279

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

-0.056
0.036
-0.020*
0.000*
**
-0.056
***
-0.281

-0.001
-0.011
-0.005

[0.04]
[0.10]
[0.17]
[0.00]
-0.317
-0.731***
-0.922***
-0.009*
[0.04]
[0.10]
[0.17]
[0.00]
-0.317
-0.731***
-0.921***
-0.006

[0.05]
[0.10]
[0.18]
[0.00]

***

[0.10]
[0.07]
[0.16]
-0.126
0.068
-0.513**

Model 5

-0.390
-0.814***
-1.017***
-0.009*

***

[0.09]
[0.09]
[0.13]

-0.023
0.075
-0.344**

Model 4

[0.04]
[0.10]
[0.17]
[0.00]

***

[0.10]
[0.08]
[0.28]

-0.149
-0.199*
-0.106

Model 3

-0.317
-0.731***
-0.922***
-0.009*

***

[0.07]
-0.025
[0.06]
0.036
-0.363*** [0.07]

Model 2

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Model 1
Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
***
[0.07]
0.281
Southern Africa
[0.06]
0.180**
Eastern Africa
-0.578*** [0.09]
Rest of Africa
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)
Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary
Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Southern x formal
Eastern x formal
Rest x formal
-0.987*** [0.08]
Constant
N
0.004
Pseudo R 2

Table 1.5a: Multinomial logit models predicting low- (relative to medium-) occupational status for
men age 20-60
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[0.08]

[0.11]
[0.12]
[0.10]
[0.08]
[0.09]
[0.24]
[0.01]
[0.06]
[0.07]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

0.029
0.383***
1.767***
-0.009
0.021
-0.168*
0.010
0.000
0.020
0.072

0.066

-2.073*** [0.28]

0.160
0.092
0.804

[0.10]
[0.08]
[0.08]

0.208*
0.018
0.266**

[0.21]
[0.31]
[0.30]
[0.07]
[0.09]
[0.13]
[0.37]
[0.41]
[0.45]

0.120
0.085
-0.002
-0.107
-0.044
-0.058
-0.434
-0.548
-0.548

0.066

-2.090*** [0.27]
104,125

[0.06]
[0.07]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.07]
[0.08]
[0.24]
[0.01]

[0.21]
[0.12]
[0.42]

0.020
-0.169*
0.010
0.000
0.020
0.072

0.054
0.398***
1.785***
-0.009

Model 3

Model 2

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Model 1
Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
Southern Africa
-0.308**
Eastern Africa
-0.266*
Rest of Africa
0.695***
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)
Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary
Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Southern x formal
Eastern x formal
Rest x formal
Constant
-1.030***
N
Pseudo R 2
0.004
[0.03]
[0.01]
[0.01]

[0.06]
[0.07]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.08]
[0.09]
[0.24]
[0.01]

[0.18]
[0.09]
[0.11]

0.066

-2.086*** [0.28]

-0.021
-0.011
0.013

0.020
-0.169*
0.010
0.000
0.020
0.073

0.029
0.383***
1.767***
-0.007

0.287
0.058
0.205

Model 4

0.066

0.285
-0.017
0.221
-2.069***

0.020
-0.169*
0.010
0.000
0.020
0.064

0.029
0.383***
1.767***
-0.009

0.017
0.028
0.116

Model 5

[0.23]
[0.05]
[0.17]
[0.28]

[0.06]
[0.07]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.08]
[0.09]
[0.24]
[0.01]

[0.21]
[0.10]
[0.15]

Table 1.5b: Multinomial logit models predicting high- (relative to medium-) occupational status for
men age 20-60
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-0.27
0.025

0.176

***

***

[0.18]

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

N
2
Pseudo R

-1.762*** [0.02]

Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary
Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Southern x formal
Eastern x formal
Rest x formal
Constant

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

-0.107
-0.033
-0.045***
0.001***
***
-0.101
[0.04]

[0.04]
[0.04]
[0.07]
[0.00]

-0.329
-0.427***
-0.166*
-0.009*

***

[0.10]
[0.05]
[0.15]

***

0.627
0.215***
0.374*

-0.378

[0.10]
[0.06]
[0.17]

Model 2

Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
***
Southern Africa
0.775
Eastern Africa
0.276***
Rest of Africa
0.300
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)

Model 1

[0.18]

[0.10]
[0.21]
[0.96]
[0.10]
[0.10]
[0.14]
[0.39]
[0.48]
[0.42]

[0.04]

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.08]
[0.00]

[0.13]
[0.07]
[0.36]

104,125
0.177

-0.344

-0.232*
-0.115
-1.157
*
-0.217
-0.354***
-0.582***
0.415
0.204
-0.183

***

-0.379

**

-0.099
-0.04
-0.046***
0.001***
***
-0.100

***

-0.244
-0.319***
0.016
-0.009*

***

0.777
0.420***
0.218

Model 3

0.177

-0.317

-0.002
-0.028*
-0.047

***

-0.377

***

-0.111
-0.034
-0.044***
0.001***
***
-0.099

***

-0.329
-0.426***
-0.165*
0.001

***

0.626
0.300***
0.538**

[0.17]

[0.02]
[0.01]
[0.03]

[0.04]

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]
[0.04]
[0.07]
[0.00]

[0.14]
[0.07]
[0.20]

Model 4

0.176

**

-0.431
0.104
0.326
-0.258

***

-0.400

***

-0.106
-0.032
-0.045***
0.001***
***
-0.099

***

-0.328
-0.425***
-0.166*
-0.009*

***

0.829
0.161**
0.198

[0.15]
[0.08]
[0.17]
[0.17]

[0.05]

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]
[0.04]
[0.06]
[0.00]

[0.11]
[0.05]
[0.16]

Model 5
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0.025

0.176

***

[0.22]

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

0.349***
-0.103
0.123***
***
-0.001
0.314***
0.559***

-4.736

0.564***
1.507***
3.464***
0.001

[0.07]
[0.10]
[0.11]
[0.01]

0.545***
1.453***
3.280***
0.000

0.177

***

[0.13]
[0.31]
[0.46]
[0.15]
[0.18]
[0.25]
[0.30]
[0.36]
[0.38]

-0.336*
-0.087
-0.804
-0.042
-0.254
*
-0.593
0.099
-0.764*
-1.798***

-4.790
[0.22]
104,125

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

0.350***
-0.107
0.123***
***
-0.001
0.313***
0.558***

[0.07]
[0.11]
[0.13]
[0.00]

-0.069
[0.28]
-0.620*** [0.16]
0.302
[0.39]

Model 3

-0.283
[0.22]
-0.795*** [0.06]
***
-0.738
[0.16]

Model 2

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Pseudo R 2

Model 1
Region of origin (ref=South Africa)
Southern Africa
-1.010*** [0.23]
Eastern Africa
-1.051*** [0.10]
*
Rest of Africa
0.279
[0.11]
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other language
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)
Interaction terms
Southern x some secondary
Southern x completed secondary
Southern x post-secondary
East x some secondary
East x completed secondary
East x post-secondary
Rest x some secondary
Rest x completed secondary
Rest x post-secondary
Southern x YSM
Eastern x YSM
Rest x YSM
Southern x formal
Eastern x formal
Rest x formal
Constant
0.145
[0.08]
N
0.177

***

-4.681

0.111***
***
0.071
0.071**

0.355***
-0.102
0.122***
***
-0.001
0.312***
0.558***

0.547***
1.454***
3.279***
*
-0.013

[0.22]

[0.03]
[0.01]
[0.02]

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

[0.07]
[0.10]
[0.11]
[0.01]

-0.732** [0.26]
-1.054*** [0.08]
***
-1.036
[0.25]

Model 4

0.176

0.135
-0.056
-0.260
***
-4.746

0.348***
-0.102
0.123***
***
-0.001
0.314***
0.573***

0.544***
1.452***
3.280***
0.000

[0.22]
[0.07]
[0.16]
[0.21]

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

[0.07]
[0.10]
[0.11]
[0.01]

-0.396** [0.15]
-0.754*** [0.06]
***
-0.562
[0.15]

Model 5

Table 1.6b: Multinomial logit models predicting high- (relative to middle-) income for men age 20-60

Appendix
Table A 1.1: Results from binary logit models predicting employment for
men age 20-60
Model 1
Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
Zimbabwe
0.491*** [0.11]
Mozambique
0.107
[0.11]
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other langauges
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x some secondary
Zimbabwe x completed secondary
Zimbabwe x post-secondary
Mozambique x some secondary
Mozambique x completed secondary
Mozambique x post-secondary
Zimbabwe x YSM
Mozambique x YSM
1.237*** [0.05]
Constant term
N
Pseudo R

2

0.003

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

0.551***
0.436***

[0.05]
[0.09]

0.471***
0.396***

[0.10]
[0.12]

0.476***
0.481***

[0.09]
[0.13]

0.008
0.358***
1.166***
-0.030***

[0.05]
[0.07]
[0.08]
[0.01]

-0.017
0.353***
1.175***
-0.030***

[0.05]
[0.07]
[0.08]
[0.01]

0.007
0.358***
1.165***
-0.031***

[0.05]
[0.07]
[0.08]
[0.01]

[0.07]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.299
*
0.215
***
0.180
***
-0.002
***
0.599

[0.07]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.300
*
0.216
***
0.179
***
-0.002
***
0.599

0.164*
0.008
-0.220
0.119*
-0.062
-1.107***

[0.07]
[0.10]
[0.16]
[0.06]
[0.10]
[0.26]

***

0.298
*
0.216
***
0.179
***
-0.002
***
0.599

-2.716*** [0.22]

***

-2.716*** [0.22]

***

0.023
[0.01]
-0.011
[0.01]
-2.709*** [0.23]

136,675
0.064

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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0.064

[0.07]
[0.09]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.064

Table A 1.2: Results from binary logit models predicting formal
employment for men age 20-60
Model 1
Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
Zimbabwe
-0.646*** [0.08]
Mozambique
-1.047*** [0.08]
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other langauges
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x some secondary
Zimbabwe x completed secondary
Zimbabwe x post-secondary
Mozambique x some secondary
Mozambique x completed secondary
Mozambique x post-secondary
Zimbabwe x YSM
Mozambique x YSM
Constant term
1.206*** [0.05]
N
Pseudo R

2

0.016

Model 2
***

Model 3
***

Model 4

-0.578
[0.07]
-0.651*** [0.09]

-0.315
[0.08]
-0.460*** [0.09]

-0.585*** [0.06]
-0.780*** [0.10]

0.304***
0.670***
1.213***
0.007

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.08]
[0.00]

0.355***
0.755***
1.279***
0.008

[0.06]
[0.06]
[0.08]
[0.00]

0.304***
0.670***
1.213***
0.005

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.08]
[0.00]

0.004
-0.135***
0.019
0.000
0.041*

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.005
-0.139***
0.018
0.000
0.040*

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.005
-0.134***
0.018
0.000
0.041*

[0.03]
[0.04]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]

0.003
0.034*
0.248

[0.01]
[0.02]
[0.22]

*

-0.221
***
-0.422
**
-0.318
***
-0.212
***
-0.584
**
-0.863

0.228

[0.22]
0.177
96,411

0.039

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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0.04

[0.10]
[0.10]
[0.12]
[0.06]
[0.09]
[0.26]

[0.22]

0.039
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0.105
0.178

x post-secondary
YSM
x YSM
Formal
x Formal

0.002

[0.04]

***

[0.20]

[0.02]

[0.00]

***

0.065

0.224

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Pseudo R 2

Constant term
N

Mozambique
Zimbabwe x
Mozambique
Zimbabwe x
Mozambique

Mozambique x completed secondary

-0.987*** [0.08]

-0.269

terms
some secondary
completed secondary
post-secondary
x some secondary

-0.069

Formal (ref=informal)

Interaction
Zimbabwe x
Zimbabwe x
Zimbabwe x
Mozambique

0.000

**

-0.025*

***

***

[0.46]

[0.16]

[0.13]
[0.15]
[0.19]
[0.11]

[0.04]

[0.02]

[0.00]

0.066

0.253
[0.21]
96411

0.438**
0.432

0.238*

0.136
0.119
0.289

-0.268

-0.068

0.000

**

-0.025*

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.084
0.061

-0.084
0.060

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-1.007*** [0.18]
-0.008
[0.00]

[0.12]
[0.14]

-0.956*** [0.17]
-0.008
[0.00]

-0.356*

-0.082

-0.387*** [0.05]
-0.809*** [0.10]

[0.09]
[0.10]

Model 3

-0.347*** [0.04]
-0.771*** [0.10]

0.047
-0.202

Model 2

Married (ref=not married)

[0.08]
[0.12]

Model 1

Age squared

No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other langauges
Age

Post-secondary

Completed secondary

Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary

Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
Zimbabwe
Mozambique

[0.11]
[0.12]

***

***

0.066

0.211

-0.013
-0.007

-0.269

-0.069

0.000

**

-0.025*

-0.085
0.059

[0.20]

[0.01]
[0.01]

[0.04]

[0.02]

[0.00]

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.956*** [0.17]
-0.006
[0.00]

-0.347*** [0.04]
-0.771*** [0.10]

0.092
-0.175

Model 4

[0.08]
[0.13]

***

0.066

-0.065
0.143
0.225

-0.268

-0.069

***

0.000**

-0.025*

-0.084
0.059

[0.04]
[0.13]
[0.20]

[0.04]

[0.02]

[0.00]

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.956*** [0.17]
-0.008
[0.00]

-0.347*** [0.04]
-0.771*** [0.10]

-0.274*

0.084

Model 5
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[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.05]
[0.07]

[0.01]

[0.24]

0.002

Pseudo R 2

0.065

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

[0.08]
-1.030***

x some secondary
x completed secondary
x post-secondary
YSM
x YSM
Formal
x Formal

Constant term
N

Mozambique
Mozambique
Mozambique
Zimbabwe x
Mozambique
Zimbabwe x
Mozambique

[0.15]
[0.12]
[0.54]

[0.21]

0.066

-2.058*** [0.27]
96,411

0.468*
-0.107
-0.088
-0.686

[0.14]
0.476

[0.09]
***

[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.05]
[0.07]

[0.01]

[0.24]

[0.07]
[0.08]

[0.13]

[0.19]

0.353***

-0.170*
0.009
0.000
0.012
0.065

0.019

1.786***
-0.009

0.397***

0.053

-0.468*
0.161

Model 3

Zimbabwe x post-secondary

-2.087*** [0.28]

-0.172*
0.009
0.000
0.012
0.065

0.020

1.808***
-0.009

0.422***

[0.08]
[0.08]

[0.13]

0.097
0.061

[0.07]

-0.068

Model 2

Zimbabwe x completed secondary

Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)
Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x some secondary

Model 1
-0.234*[0.11]
[0.24]
-0.625**

No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other langauges

Post-secondary

Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary

Mozambique

Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
Zimbabwe

[0.02]
[0.01]

[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.05]
[0.07]

[0.01]

[0.24]

[0.08]
[0.08]

[0.15]

[0.10]

0.066

-2.101*** [0.28]

-0.018
-0.017

-0.173*
0.010
0.000
0.012
0.066

0.019

1.809***
-0.007

0.422***

0.061

0.163

-0.007

Model 4

0.066

-2.084***

0.059
-0.086

-0.172*
0.009
0.000
0.012
0.061

0.020

1.809***
-0.009

0.422***

0.062

0.145

-0.110

[0.07]
[0.07]
[0.28]

[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.04]

[0.05]
[0.07]

[0.01]

[0.24]

[0.08]
[0.08]

[0.14]

[0.09]

Model 5
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0.625***

-1.762*** [0.02]

x some secondary
x completed secondary
x post-secondary
YSM

0.022

0.178

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Pseudo R 2

Constant term
N

Mozambique x YSM
Zimbabwe x Formal
Mozambique x Formal

Mozambique
Mozambique
Mozambique
Zimbabwe x

Zimbabwe x post-secondary

-0.343

-0.389

[0.20]

***

[0.04]

[0.11]
[0.10]
[0.50]

0.178

-0.378
[0.21]
96,411

-0.096
0.019
0.235

[0.12]
-0.427*** [0.11]
-0.486* [0.21]

-0.069

-0.390

-0.078

[0.04]

***

-0.078

[0.03]

[0.00]

[0.03]

**

0.001***

[0.00]

**

[0.08]
[0.00]

0.001***

0.017
-0.007
-0.097** [0.04]
-0.074
[0.04]
-0.044*** [0.01]

[0.08]
[0.00]

[0.10]
[0.12]

-0.242*** [0.04]
-0.316*** [0.05]

0.523***

0.158

Model 3

-0.099** [0.04]
-0.071
[0.04]
-0.044*** [0.01]

-0.055
-0.008

Formal (ref=informal)

Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x some secondary
Zimbabwe x completed secondary

[0.08]
[0.10]

-0.258*** [0.03]
-0.371*** [0.05]

0.470***

0.006

Model 2

Married (ref=not married)

Age squared

Other langauges
Age

[0.08]
[0.10]

Model 1
0.023

Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English

Completed secondary

Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary

Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
Zimbabwe
Mozambique
[0.11]
[0.13]

[0.08]
[0.00]

***

[0.04]

[0.03]

[0.00]

0.178

-0.386

[0.20]

-0.049** [0.02]
-0.011
[0.02]

-0.389

-0.076

**

0.001***

-0.104** [0.04]
-0.073
[0.04]
-0.043*** [0.01]

-0.052
0.000

-0.258*** [0.03]
-0.370*** [0.05]

0.501***

0.161

Model 4

[0.09]
[0.10]

[0.08]
[0.00]

***

0.178

0.059
0.083
-0.332

-0.406

-0.077

**

0.001***

[0.08]
[0.13]
[0.20]

[0.05]

[0.03]

[0.00]

-0.099** [0.04]
-0.071
[0.04]
-0.044*** [0.01]

-0.053
-0.008

-0.258*** [0.03]
-0.370*** [0.05]

0.427***

-0.026

Model 5
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[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

0.367
-0.109
0.129***
-0.001***
0.306***
0.566***

0.178

-4.874*** [0.22]

***

[0.06]
[0.10]
[0.12]
[0.01]

0.566
***
1.477
***
3.385
-0.007

***

-0.725
[0.10]
***
-0.647
[0.16]

***

Model 2

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Model 1
Country of origin (ref=South Africa)
***
Zimbabwe
-0.813
[0.13]
***
Mozambique
-1.761
[0.20]
Education (ref=Primary or less)
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Post-secondary
No. of years since migration (YSM)
Language spoken at home (ref=Zulu/Xhosa)
English
Other langauges
Age
Age squared
Married (ref=not married)
Formal (ref=informal)
Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x some secondary
Zimbabwe x completed secondary
Zimbabwe x post-secondary
Mozambique x some secondary
Mozambique x completed secondary
Mozambique x post-secondary
Zimbabwe x YSM
Mozambique x YSM
Zimbabwe x Formal
Mozambique x Formal
Constant term
0.145
[0.08]
N
Pseudo R 2
0.022
[0.19]
[0.21]
[0.28]
[0.12]
[0.26]
[0.62]

0.152
-0.003
-0.289
-0.041
-0.493
-1.785**

-4.901*** [0.22]
96,411
0.178

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

[0.07]
[0.11]
[0.13]
[0.01]

[0.21]
[0.20]

0.368
-0.112
0.130***
-0.001***
0.305***
0.565***

***

***

0.561
***
1.501
***
3.454
-0.007

***

-0.759
*
-0.486

Model 3

[0.02]
[0.02]

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]
[0.05]

[0.06]
[0.10]
[0.12]
[0.01]

0.178

-4.847*** [0.22]

0.055***
0.063**

***

0.371
-0.108
0.129***
-0.001***
0.306***
0.566***

***

0.567
***
1.478
***
3.385
*
-0.013

***

-0.922
[0.11]
***
-0.913
[0.13]

Model 4

[0.08]
[0.08]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.02]
[0.05]

[0.06]
[0.10]
[0.12]
[0.01]

0.178

-0.091
[0.07]
0.221
[0.16]
-4.875*** [0.22]

***

0.367
-0.11
0.129***
-0.001***
0.307***
0.569***

***

0.566
***
1.477
***
3.385
-0.007

***

-0.661
[0.09]
***
-0.794
[0.15]

Model 5

Table A 1.4b: Multinomial logit models predicting high- (relative to middle-) income for men age
20-60

Chapter 2: Household, Family structure, and Labor Market
Incorporation of Immigrant Women in South Africa
Abstract
This paper presents the first detailed analysis of the labor market
incorporation of African-born immigrant women in South Africa. Using
the 2011 Census microdata, we investigate their capacity to participate
in the labor force, employment odds once in the labor force, and access
to formal employment relative to black South African internal migrants.
Results underscore significant challenges to labor market incorporation
faced by immigrant women in South Africa. Not only are African-born
immigrants less likely to participate in the labor force, but for those
who participate, employment levels are also lower for immigrants
relative to their South African counterparts. Although immigrant women
have a slight employment edge over their internal migrant counterparts
once individual and household factors are held constant, immigrants are
relegated to the less remunerative informal jobs. Returns to human
capital are also lower among foreign- than South African-born women.
Together, these results suggest a segmented pattern of labor market
incorporation of immigrant women in South Africa. In addition,
household factors explain most of the variation in immigrant women’s
labor force participation, while human capital endowments explain most
of the variation in South African women’s labor market decisions. These
results vary by national origin, emphasizing the importance of
egalitarian sociocultural norms and characteristics of co-ethnic
communities in structuring women’s labor force participation. Betterresourced immigrants perform slightly better in the labor market and
household factors explain slightly less variation in labor force
participation compared to longer-established less-resourced co-ethnic
communities.
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Introduction
Since the end of World War II, both the volume and composition of
global migration has shifted dramatically. For instance, in the 1960s,
the world’s immigrant population was estimated at 75 million people
relative to 272 million in 2019 (National Research Council 2000; IOM
2019). Over the same period, international migration has become
increasingly feminized, especially in developing countries; once
predominantly a male phenomenon, the number of immigrant women has
risen dramatically, and today nearly half (48%) of all international
migrants are female (IOM 2019). However, despite the importance of
female migration, the majority of early research and contemporary
debates about immigrant labor market incorporation have focused almost
exclusively on men. Although current research includes women, this
research has also demonstrated the inadequacy of merely extending
frameworks developed to understand men’s employment outcomes to
women’s. Rather, it is essential to consider the intersection between
gender and such outcomes (Collins 2002; Flippen 2014).
Furthermore, advances in assimilation research, including that of
women, is mostly restricted to South-North migration, population flows
from developing countries to the wealthy nations of North America and
Europe, despite the changing dynamics of South-South migration—
movements between developing countries in the global South—which now
rivals South-North flows in magnitude (United Nations 2013). We know
very little about immigrants’ integration experiences in the global
South, and sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) is no exception. Undoubtedly, the
context of reception in SSA differs markedly from the South-North
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context in several ways essential to understanding women’s unique labor
market experiences. First, labor market structures in these contexts
are marked by rigidities and capital constraints. They are highly
segmented, with large informal sectors, which have the potential to
impact workers’ advancement and, in particular, immigrant incorporation
(Salehi-Isfahani and Murphy 2006). Presumably, the most salient
distinction concerns the slightly better female labor force
participation (FLFP), but exceedingly high unemployment rates, driven
in part by women’s low status (relative to men) coupled with gender
discrimination. The non-egalitarian cultural and traditional norms,
especially relating to women’s work outside the home, are deep-rooted
in SSA and could present unique challenges to incorporation relative to
immigrants in the global North. Another distinction unique to SSA
concerns rates of FLFP. In SSA, FLFP is higher in the source than host
nations, which is in stark contrast to South-North context. Finally,
because of their relatively lower levels of educational attainment
compared to men, South-South immigrant women are more likely to be lowskilled compared to their male counterparts, hence less competitive in
the labor market.
Despite these broad differences, little has been done to document
the labor market incorporation of immigrant women in SSA and South
Africa in particular—the economic hub of SSA. Although strides have
been made to document women’s labor market outcomes in this context,
research on immigrant women remains untapped. FLFP has been rising in
South Africa amidst high unemployment levels (see, for example, Casale
and Posel 2002), statistics that are comparably better in the source
countries. Moreover, migrant women contribute significantly to family
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economic well-being, especially in the poorest households (Collinson et
al. 2009). It is, therefore, imperative to examine how the unique
context of reception in such labor markets shapes immigrant women’s
outcomes. Because women’s LFP depends on the willingness and ability to
work outside the home, in addition to human capital factors, we
incorporate household characteristics, especially relating to women’s
familial roles, to investigate experiences of African-born immigrants
relative to South African women. In particular, we use internal
migrants as the reference group, who are more comparable to immigrants
in unobserved selection characteristics than non-migrants. Considering
women’s position in the home, cultural norms, and demographic trends in
SSA, we begin by examining FLFP and employment prospects for those in
the labor force, investigating how human capital and household
characteristics influence women’s labor market activities. More
importantly, we explore the relative significance of human capital and
family characteristics in explaining labor market decisions among
immigrants and internal migrants. We then explore, conditional on being
employed, the likelihood that immigrant women work in the formal
sector, a powerful form of segmentation in the South African labor
market (see Chapter 1). In addition, we also assess variations in labor
market incorporation by national origin, investigating how attributes
of immigrant communities define labor market experiences. For this
analysis, we use the three largest sending countries, namely Lesotho,
Mozambique, and Zimbabwe.
Theoretical background
Research on immigrant incorporation dates back to the work of Robert
Park and his colleagues that describes the classical assimilation as
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the process where immigrants adopt cultural and social norms of the
host society and become more like the native majority (Park and Burgess
1921). Primarily based on the experiences of early European migrants to
the United States, whose trajectory is believed to have followed a
straight-line path (Alba and Nee 2003), this initial formulation was
grounded on immigrant characteristics and cultural convergence.
Contemporary research continues to view convergence in labor market
outcomes between foreign- and native-born residents as evidence of
assimilation (White and Glick 2009). Thus, if immigrants and their
descendants improve their human capital endowments—through language
acquisition, additional training (education), and accumulation of labor
market experience—and labor market outcomes with time, and catch up
with the native majority, then that is considered evidence of classical
assimilation.
However, the inability of many contemporary non-European migrants
to emulate the path followed by the former group has led many to
critique the straight-line hypothesis and formulate alternative
hypotheses. One of the most influential alternative hypotheses—the
segmented assimilation theory—contends that the structural forces in
the context of reception impede immigrant adaptation over and above
individual characteristics. In particular, it is argued that many nonwhite immigrants face the risk of downward or delayed assimilation
rather than gradual mobility into the native mainstream (Portes and
Zhou 1993; Portes and Rumbaut 2001). While classical assimilation is
determined if and when immigrants achieve socio-economic convergence
with the native majority, segmented assimilation occurs when they are
unable to reach that convergence.
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The central explanation of segmented assimilation relates to
changes in labor market structure and racial stratification in the
context of reception (Portes and Zhou 1993). Not only do low levels of
human capital impede immigrants’ labor market integration, but research
has also shown that labor market structures such as an hourglass
economy, which comprises large shares of professional and low-skilled
jobs with less medium-skilled occupations, offers fewer job
opportunities and undermines meaningful upward mobility for migrants
who would otherwise fall into the medium-skill category (Portes and
Rumbaut 2014; Eckstein and Peri 2018). Furthermore, a body of
sociological work has shown that race and ethnicity conditions paths of
integration (Portes and Rumbaut 2001). In the traditional migrantreceiving countries, migrants who are phenotypically distinct from the
white majority face more impediments to assimilation than their white
predecessors. As a result, minority immigrant groups often form coethnic communities that buffer against discrimination and provide
various forms of social capital and support that facilitate
incorporation. In the South African context, migrants are not
phenotypically distinct from the native majority, but co-ethnic
communities still exit for similar reasons.
Thus, if immigrants are more concentrated in the disadvantaged
sector of the economy, receive less reward from their human capital, or
individual characteristics fail to explain the bulk of differences in
labor market outcomes relative to natives, then that is considered
evidence of segmented (delayed or downward) assimilation.
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While, historically, the majority of research and the debate
about immigrant incorporation have focused on men, recent studies have
also incorporated women’s experiences. This research has shown that it
is inadequate to extend models based on men’s experiences to women.
There are enough reasons to expect considerable differences between
immigrant men and women’s outcomes. Most important is the fact that,
unlike men, LFP among immigrant women is not near-universal. For
instance, Elo et al. (2015) show that about one-quarter of African
migrant women in the United States are unemployed compared to less than
one-tenth of their male counterparts. When employed, women lag behind
men in their earnings net of individual and structural characteristics.
Borch and Corra (2010) found that the wage premium for white African
migrants in the United States was higher for men than for women.
For women, these gendered labor market outcomes are not only
shaped by human capital, labor market, and racial constraints, but also
by differences in family structure and responsibilities. Numerous
studies have documented the relationship between family
responsibilities and FLFP (see Stier and Tienda 1992; Tienda and Glass
1985). Motherhood and childcare challenges are particularly salient;
young children demand high home production, which competes with paid
employment among women. Marriage, like children, also impedes women’s
participation in the labor force, especially in non-egalitarian
societies where husbands resist women’s efforts to work outside the
home. In fact, studies have demonstrated that for many women, marriage
is a stronger deterrent to LFP than the responsibility that comes with
childrearing (Parrado 2006). Studying Mexican women in the United
States, Flippen (2014) shows that married women are not only less
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likely to work but also work fewer hours than single women. However,
the presence of extended family members in the household, especially
women, can offset the cost of home production and free women to
participate in the labor market (Hallman et al. 2005). In addition, the
presence of a male (high) earner in the household also undermines
women’s LFP, reducing the demand for additional household income.
However, large families (households) that demand more resources (e.g.,
income) for consumption may require women to contribute more than their
home production chores, even with the presence of a high-earning male
in the household.

We take such factors into account in our analysis.

From previous research, we would also expect immigrants’ outcomes
to differ by national origin, as the sending context is also important
over and above individual and household characteristics. For instance,
Elo et al. (2015) found significant employment differences by national
origin among African immigrants in the United States, net of their
socio-demographic characteristics. They associated these variations
with differences in reasons for migration, cultural factors, and
discrimination. The level of FLFP in the source country also matters
for incorporation. In their study, Blau et al. (2011) found that
immigrant women from high- or low-female labor supply countries work
less than comparable native women upon arrival. However, women from
high-female labor supply countries persistently work more and
eventually close the gap with natives unlike their counterparts from
low-female labor supply countries.
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The South African context
South Africa is the economic hub of SSA and, thus, a magnet of
intraregional migrants. The World Bank ranks South Africa as an uppermiddle-income country with significant economic growth observed in the
2000s. Its GDP per capita more than doubled from US$2,982 in the year
2000 to US$7,976 in 2011 (World Bank 2019), cementing its position as
the region’s economic powerhouse. Although its economic growth in the
early 2000s has been impressive, like many middle-income countries, it
has at times been inconsistent and unstable. For example, the economy
registered a negative GDP growth in 2009 as a result of the 2008 global
recession, and between 2011 and 2016, its GDP fell by 29%.
However, unlike other immigration contexts, the South African
labor market is characterized by high unemployment, especially among
women. For instance, in 2015, the unemployment rate was highest among
women (28%) and black South Africans (29%) compared to men (23%) and
whites (6.8%) (Statistics SA 2016), which is in sharp contrast to the
United States, for example, where women’s unemployment averages 6% (U.S
Bureau of Labor Statistics). Researchers have attributed the rise in
unemployment among black South Africans to failure of the labor market
to absorb new entrants—a higher proportion being women—coupled with
structural changes to South Africa’s economy that demands more skilled
than unskilled workers (Burger and Woolard 2005; Festus et al. 2015).
Notably, the fall in demand for unskilled labor in the agricultural
sector has mostly contributed to women’s high unemployment rates
(Banerjee et al. 2006).
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Similarly, unlike the traditional immigrant-receiving countries,
the South African labor market is bifurcated by the class of worker—the
formal-informal divide. Due to high unemployment, self- and underemployment have surged among both men and women, leading to the
expansion of the informal sector. In South Africa, informal employment
is roughly estimated at 33%, but it is higher among women (37%) than
men (30%) (ILO 2013). Therefore, in this context, if immigrants are
less involved in the labor force or unemployment levels are higher
among immigrants than South African-born women, and, if immigrants find
themselves stuck in the informal sector, with less hope of moving out,
then that will be a sign of downward segmented assimilation.
The rapid economic growth in the immediate post-apartheid era,
the re-incorporation into the global economy, along with the emigration
of many skilled South Africans to more developed nations, heightened
migration, both internal and international. In particular, the growth
of internal female migration characterizes the post-apartheid period.
The introduction of economic policies such as social cash transfers
(e.g., old-age pension) ameliorated not only the financial burdens of
qualifying households but also permitted labor migration of
reproductive-age women (Ardington et al. 2009). However, due to policy
changes, most women started to migrate with family rather than alone.
Family migration increased sharply from around 10% to over 30% in the
pre- relative to the post-apartheid period (Reed 2013), substantiating
the need to account for family characteristics on labor market
decisions.
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Female immigration has also been on the rise. Although
immigration in the apartheid era was confined to men recruited as
contract laborers in the mines and cane fields, the 2002 Immigration
Act, which facilitated the immigration of skilled migrants to offset
the deficit left by skilled South African emigrants, also enabled
family migration and encouraged family reunion for early labor
migrants. Moreover, regionally, women are making independent migrations
for economic reasons (Adepoju 2006). Furthermore, the emergence of
counter-geographies of globalization, such as human trafficking and sex
trade (Sassen 2000) due to the growth and expansion of economic
relationships on the continent, has contributed to female international
migration (Adepoju 2005; Pharoah 2006).
However, only a handful of studies have examined immigrants’
labor market incorporation in South Africa, especially among men
(Zuberi and Sibanda 2004; Peters and Sundaram 2015). Overall, these
studies have found that immigrants are more likely to participate in
the labor force or be employed than South African men and that informal
employment poses a severe challenge to incorporation into high-status
and better-paying occupations (see Chapter 1). However, we know
relatively little about immigrant women’s labor market experiences in
South Africa. In one study, Smit (2015) investigated refugee women from
the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Burundi, and Zimbabwe in innercity Johannesburg and Pretoria (Tshwane). She found that Zimbabwean
women—because of their knowledge of English and Zulu languages—had
better household income and integration experiences than their
Congolese and Burundian counterparts. In another study, Ncube et al.
(2019) show that African immigrant women use employment as a long-term
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coping and adaptation mechanism in South Africa despite the perception
that strict labor policies restrict their employment opportunities.
While these studies are informative, numerous gaps remain for a clear
understanding of immigrant women’s labor market integration in South
Africa. Given the prevalence of non-egalitarian sociocultural norms and
low FLFP in South Africa, we need to start by examining differences in
LFP between immigrants and South Africans before examining other labor
market outcomes.
Following previous research, we also need to examine national
origin differences in labor market integration. For this reason, we
incorporate three major sending countries of Zimbabwe, Mozambique, and
Lesotho to highlight national origin differences. The three countries
all border South Africa: Zimbabwe to the North, Mozambique to the East,
and Lesotho is surrounded by South Africa to the Southeast. Of the
three, Mozambique and Lesotho nationals have relatively longer
histories of migration to South Africa, dating back to the early 19th
century. Findings from the Southern Africa Migration Project (SAMP)
show that Lesotho and Mozambique have the highest percentage of parents
and grandparents who had been migrants in South Africa (Pendleton et
al. 2006). Nevertheless, Lesotho nationals are culturally more similar
to South Africans than Mozambicans. In contrast, Zimbabweans have a
recent migration history to South Africa, migrating in large numbers in
the early 2000s, mainly due to their home country's economic crisis,
and they boast higher levels of human capital among the immigrant
groups.
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Variations in gender dynamics and source-country FLFP are
suggestive. The assessment of gender equality favors South Africans as
more egalitarian. The global scale on gender equality ranks South
Africa at position 19, while Lesotho scores particularly poorly
(position 81), whereas Zimbabwe and Mozambique have more moderate
levels of gender inequality (ranked 47 and 49, respectively) (World
Economic Forum 2018). However, FLFP averages the highest in Mozambique
(over 80%) than in Zimbabwe (over 75%), Lesotho (about 60%), and in
South Africa (around 45%) (World Bank 2019). Unemployment rates are
also higher in South Africa and Lesotho (above 25%) than in Mozambique
and Zimbabwe (below 10%). Based on gender dynamics and because women
are more likely to work after than before migration (Flippen and
Parrado 2015), we would expect South African internal migrants to have
higher LFP and employment levels than their immigrant counterparts.
Moreover, according to Blau et al.’s study, we would expect Mozambicans
and Zimbabweans to participate more in the labor market than Lesotho
women, especially with more time in South Africa.
Data and methods
Data come from the 10% individual sample of the 2011 South African
Census. The 10% sample is large, representative, and offers rich
information on migration and a host of socioeconomic and demographic
indicators. One drawback, however, is the possibility of significant
undercounts of undocumented immigrants. In a society where issues of
xenophobia and afrophobia3 are commonplace, undocumented immigrants may
be missing from the Census. To the extent that this is true, the
3
As recent as September 2019, several South African news outlets reported heavy
looting and vandalism of business premises belonging to international migrants, targeting
especially Nigerian nationals.
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immigrant sample may be underestimated. However, Statistics South
Africa takes this into account when producing census estimates.
The analytical sample consists of women aged 20 to 60. Because
one of the aims is to evaluate how the demand for home production
activities shape women’s labor market participation, the sample is
restricted to spouses or female heads of households. Individuals still
attending school, the majority being South Africans (91%), are also
excluded from the sample.
Any black African-born woman who migrated to South Africa as an
adult (18+ years) is included in the immigrant sample; otherwise, they
are excluded.

Further analyses compare three immigrant groups from

Lesotho, Mozambique, and Zimbabwe, who have a large enough sample to
allow national origin comparisons. The South African comparison group
consists of internal migrant women—those that changed their province of
residence between the 2001 and 2011 Censuses and whose province of
current residence is not their birth province. Thus, we use South
African-born internal migrants (SAIM) as the reference group to
minimize the influence of unobserved migrant selectivity on findings.
To ensure comparability with our reference group, we restrict the
immigrant sample to women who entered South Africa in the year 2001 or
later. Because the majority of internal migration (85%) is rural-urban
and international migrants tend to settle in major cities, we further
restrict the sample to the urban population. The final sample comprises
88,898 South Africans and 16,886 African-born immigrants. The national
origin samples comprise 9,575 Zimbabweans, 2,962 Mozambicans, and 2,118
Lesotho nationals.
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Model specification
We use three outcomes to explore women’s labor market experiences in
South Africa, namely LFP, employment (conditional on being in the labor
force), and class of worker (conditional on being employed). LFP is a
dichotomous variable that is coded 1 for those in the labor force
(working or actively seeking employment) and 0 otherwise. Employment is
also a binary indicator that takes a value of 1 if an individual
reported some form of paid work in the seven days before the census
interview and 0 otherwise. Class of worker is another binary indicator
that takes a value of 1 if a woman works in the formal sector and 0 in
the informal sector (firms that are not registered for value-added tax
(VAT) or with fewer than five employees). We include, in the informal
sector, individuals working in private households.
Consistent with the literature, we use educational attainment and
the number of years since migration (YSM) to capture women’s human
capital. A categorical measure of schooling captures education
attainment (primary or less=0, some secondary=1 (reference category),
completed secondary or higher=2), and we use a continuous specification
of YSM to capture labor market experience after migration.
Additionally, we include an indicator of English language ability as
another form of human capital. The South African census, however, does
not ask a direct question on English fluency. Instead, it collects
information on the two languages spoken most often in the home. We
define all those who list English among these two languages as
proficient in English and compare them to Zulu or Xhosa speakers (two
widely spoken non-English languages in South Africa). The English
specification, however, has the potential to miss multi-lingual English
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speakers, especially among South African women, which has the potential
to bias the coefficients. We also include age and its quadratic form.
To understand the influence of household structure and the demand
for home production on women’s labor market activities, we include the
following variables: marital status, household headship, spousal age
difference (SAD) and its quadratic form (SAD2), household size, the
proportion of extended female family members, the proportion of
employed males in the household, and an indicator of whether a woman
has a young child (<= 2 years)4. Marital status is a dummy variable that
takes a value of 1 for those who are married or cohabiting with a
romantic partner and 0 otherwise. Household headship is also a binary
indicator with a value of 1 if the woman is the head of the household.
The proportion of employed males (or extended family members) is
calculated by dividing the number of working males (or extended family)
in the household by the household size. The presence of young children
and marital status capture how the demands for home production
influence women’s labor market decisions.
Analytical strategy
The statistical analyses apply binary logistic regression to the three
dependent variables. We perform two separate investigations, both
relative to South African-born internal migrants (SAIM); first,
involving all African-born immigrants combined, and second, involving
the selected three national origins. For each of the outcomes, we run a

4
The age choice of <= 2 years is consistent with prior research in South Africa
(Horwood et al. 2019) and resonates well with the fact that women in developing context
would take any opportunity to go back to work as soon as possible to earn income.
Although women in South Africa are entitled to four months statutory maternity leave, it
is unpaid and employers are not legally bound to pay.
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series of models. Model 1 examines gross differences between immigrants
and SAIM or across national origin groups. Model 2 adds controls for
human capital and family characteristics, and thus illustrates the
extent to which the disparities evident in Model 1 are a function of
such factors. Subsequent models add interactions between immigrant
groups and human capital variables (education and YSM) or family
characteristics. Because migrants are clustered disproportionately in
specific urban areas, we adjust standard errors for clustering at the
district and national-origin level.
Results
Descriptive statistics
Table 2.1 presents summary statistics for the outcome and explanatory
variables, and illustrates notable heterogeneity in labor market
outcomes across groups. In general, immigrants are less likely (79%) to
be in the labor force than SAIM (86%). For those that are in the labor
force, employment levels are also lower among foreign-born women (59%)
than SAIM (64%). In totality, these estimates indicate that
unemployment is significantly higher among immigrants than South
African women, an important fact in this high unemployment context.
More crucial is the fact that class of worker depicts signs of labor
market segmentation; for those working, formal employment is far more
prevalent among South African nationals (72%) than African-born
immigrants (53%). Thus, immigrants are more likely to work in the
informal than formal sector. National origin differences in employment
outcomes are also evident from Table 2.1. Among the three immigrant
groups, LFP in South Africa is highest among Lesotho women (85%) and
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slightly lower among Mozambicans (71%). However, for those in the labor
force, employment levels are highest among Zimbabweans (64%) and lowest
among Mozambicans (42%) with Lesotho women falling in between (55%).
Formal employment among Zimbabweans (55%) is slightly above the
immigrant average and is lower among Mozambicans (49%) and Lesotho
nationals (45%).
The heterogeneity concerning labor market outcomes, in part,
results from varying stocks of human capital across the groups.
Overall, SAIM women average the highest levels of educational
attainment. Whereas only 15% of SAIM women have less than secondary
education, 21% of immigrants have primary education or less. Moreover,
49% of SAIM have completed secondary school or higher while the
comparable figure for all immigrants combined is 29%. However, a higher
proportion of immigrant women (44%) report speaking English in the home
than South African-born women (21%).
Among the three immigrant groups, Zimbabweans boast higher levels
of human capital than the other two groups. For instance, Zimbabweans
have the lowest percentage of women without secondary education (12%),
lower than that of SAIM, and the highest proportion with completed
secondary or higher education (32%) compared to Mozambican (9%) and
Lesotho (15%) women. In addition, Zimbabweans report much higher levels
of English spoken at home than anyone else. Fifty-two percent of
Zimbabwean women speak English often at home, well above other national
groups (29 and 10% for Lesotho and Mozambican women, respectively).
Average YSM is relatively similar across groups (ranging from 3.2 for
South Africans and Zimbabweans to 4.0 among Lesotho nationals).
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However, on average, SAIM are relatively older (35) than Zimbabweans
and Mozambicans (30) and Lesotho nationals (33).
Family characteristics that shape women’s participation in the
labor market also show meaningful differences across groups. Overall,
immigrants are more likely to be married (77%) than SAIM (62%).
However, SAIM women are more likely to head households than immigrant
women. The proportion of female extended family members is slightly
higher among SAIM (6%) than among African immigrants (4%), whereas the
percentage of employed males in the household is lower among South
African (15%) than immigrant (20%) households. Furthermore, the
proportion of women with a young child is lower among SAIM women (23%)
than immigrants (31%). These statistics are consistent with the
observed pattern of labor market outcomes above. National origin
differences in family characteristics show that Mozambicans are more
likely to be married (83%) than both Zimbabwean (76%) and Lesotho (69%)
women. However, Mozambican immigrants are less likely to head a
household (26%) than their Zimbabwean (38%) and Basotho (54%)
counterparts. And, probably reflecting country-specific fertility
levels, more Mozambican women reported having a young child (35%)
followed by Zimbabweans (33%) and Lesotho nationals (20%).
In sum, SAIM enjoy better labor market outcomes compared to all
African immigrants. However, among the three immigrant groups,
Zimbabwean women average better labor market outcomes than those from
Mozambique and Lesotho, especially with respect to employment and class
of worker. Stocks of human capital across groups are consistent with
the observed pattern of employment outcomes. SAIM average better human
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capital than immigrants, and among immigrant groups, Zimbabweans enjoy
better human capital than their counterparts. Family characteristics
that determine the demand for home production seem not to favor
Mozambican women to participate in the labor market compared to the
other groups, especially considering marriage, household headship, care
for young children, and the proportion of female extended family
members. We provide further analyses using multivariable regressions;
first, by estimating the propensity of being in the labor force,
followed by the likelihood of finding employment conditional on being
in the labor force, and the probability of working in the formal
(relative to informal) sector, given that one is employed.
Multivariable results
Labor force participation
Previous investigations on men in South Africa have found that
immigrants are more likely to participate in the labor force than South
African-born men (Zuberi and Sibanda 2004). Table 2.2 presents results
from a similar investigation for immigrant women. Here, results are
inconsistent with those of men. Overall, foreign-born African women are
36% (1-e-0.448) less likely to participate in the labor force than South
African-born women (Model 1). Human capital and household factors only
partially explain this disparity as the odds only decrease by 4
percentage points (to 32%) once these factors are taken into account
(Model 2).
However, there are important interactions between human capital
and nativity. Commensurate with expectations, the less educated are
less likely to be in the labor force than the highly educated. However,
68

the returns to high education are lower for immigrants than for SAIM.
To illustrate, while the odds of LFP for SAIM women with completedsecondary education are 50% (e0.409) higher than SAIM women with some
secondary schooling, the corresponding odds for similar immigrants are
3% (e0.409-0.443) lower (Model 3). However, LFP among immigrants increases
slightly by 3% with increasing time in South Africa (Model 4). English
language is not associated with LFP, but older women are more likely to
be in the labor force than younger women.
Household characteristics that depict women’s household
production are also associated with LFP and results are consistent with
prior studies from elsewhere. For instance, married women are 28% (1-e0.328

) less likely to participate in the labor force than unmarried

(never and formerly married) women, and as expected, having a young
child also impedes women’s LFP by 12% (1-e-0.126) (Model 2). These
results, together with the positive relationship with household
headship, support the demand for home production theoretical
interpretation and women’s subordinate household status in SSA. These
tendencies, however, are significantly stronger for immigrants compared
to SAIM and are consistent with the fact that immigrant women are more
likely to adhere to traditional norms than native-born women. While
married SAIM women are 23% less likely to be in the labor force than
their unmarried SAIM peers, married immigrant women are 56% (1-e-.261-.556)
less likely (Model 5). Similarly, while the odds for SAIM women with
young children to participate in the labor force are only 8% lower than
their counterparts without young children, the corresponding odds for
immigrant women are 24% (1-e-0.078-0.193) lower (Model 6), suggesting that
familial roles that demand home production are more significant for
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immigrant women than internal migrants. In contrast, the proportion of
male workers in the household has a modest positive effect on women’s
LFP. There were no significant interactions between household headship
or the proportion of male workers and immigration status.
Appendix Table A2.1 presents similar models for national origins.
Results are consistent with those for all immigrants combined, except
for Lesotho nationals. Zimbabwean and Mozambican women are 26% (1-e-0.307)
and 59% (1-e-0.893) less likely to be in the labor force compared to SAIM,
while Lesotho women show no significant differences with South Africans
(Model 1). Results for Zimbabwean women seem unrelated to human capital
and household characteristics, whereas these factors explain a
significant part of the variation in LFP between Mozambican and South
African women. The odds of LFP for Mozambican women are reduced by 17
percentage points (remaining 42% lower) once these factors are taken
into account (Model 2).
Returns to human capital in LFP also differ by national origin.
While Zimbabwean women with completed-secondary education are only 3%
(e0.409-0.380) more likely to participate in the labor force (compared to
50% more likely for similar South African women relative to their peers
with some secondary education), similar Lesotho women are 18% less
likely to participate (Model 3). Again, while immigrant women seem to
improve their LFP rates with more time at destination, this varies
across national origin with Zimbabwean and Mozambican women increasing
their LFP by 5% for each additional year, while LFP decreases by 4% for
Lesotho women.

70

Results from family characteristics are consistent with those in
Table 2.2, with notable national origin differences. While married
Zimbabweans are 56% less likely to be in the labor force than unmarried
SAIM, Lesotho women are 43% less likely. Similarly, whereas Mozambican
women with young children show no significant differences with similar
SAIM women, similar Zimbabwean and Lesotho women are 23% and 39% less
likely to be in the labor force than SAIM women without young children.
Employment
The second set of models examines the likelihood of employment for
those in the labor force. Again, prior work on men in South Africa has
consistently shown that employment levels are higher among immigrant
men than natives (Zuberi and Sibanda 2004; Peters and Sundaram 2015).
Here, we examine whether women follow a similar path using a series of
models and assess whether human capital returns and home production
hindrances are similar across groups. Results are shown in Table 2.3
and are somewhat inconsistent with prior findings for men. Overall,
immigrant women are less likely to be employed than SAIM women (Model
1), contrary to men’s prior results. However, the immigrant
disadvantage is explained by human capital and household factors, as
immigrants are more likely to be employed than similar SAIM once we
control for such factors (Model 2). Specifically, immigrant women are
20% (e0.181) more likely to be employed than South Africans, controlling
for human capital and family characteristics.
Human capital factors show important interactions with migration
status in structuring the likelihood of employment among labor force
participants. As expected, higher education is associated with larger
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odds of being employed. For instance, once in the labor force, those
that completed secondary or higher education are 2.5 times (e0.916) more
likely to be employed than their peers with some secondary education
(Model 2). However, the returns to education are lower among immigrants
than among internal migrants, which may suggest the lack of
transferability of foreign educational credentials or discrimination in
the South African labor market. Immigrants with completed secondary
education are 1.5 times (e0.994-.600) more likely to be employed than some
secondary educated SAIM while similar SAIM women are 2.7 times more
likely (Model 3). More time at the destination does not seem to improve
the employment likelihood for both immigrants and SAIM. However, unlike
in the models predicting LFP, English language is essential when
looking for employment. Those who speak English often at home are 36%
more likely to be employed than Zulu or Xhosa speakers (Model 2), which
is consistent with prior studies that found English language to be an
essential human capital in multilingual South Africa (Casale and Posel
2011).
Family characteristics also show expected results for women’s
employment experience. Consistent with prior studies, marriage is
negatively associated with employment. Married women are 31% (1-e0.375)
less likely to be employed than their unmarried counterparts (Model 2).
Furthermore, household headship and having a young child both show
expected results. Women are 56% (e0.448) more likely to be working when
they are heading the household but are 20% (1-e0.222) less likely to work
if they have a young child who needs a mother’s care (Model 2). At a
glance, these results are consistent with the demand for home
production argument presented for LFP models above. However, over and
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above hampering LFP, the results are also consistent with the idea that
the presence of husband/male householder income or childcare costs
raises women’s reservation wages, hence more compelled to find a
better-paying job, which they are less likely to find. In contrast, if
spousal income is unavailable, such that a woman assumes full
responsibility of the economic provider, she must find work all things
being equal. However, these results vary by migration status. Marriage
and young children are more inhibiting for immigrants than SAIM women.
To elucidate, married immigrant women are 52% (1-e-0.330-0.394) less likely
to be employed while married SAIM women are only 28% less likely
compared to unmarried SAIM women (Model 5). Similarly, immigrant women
with a young child are 34% (1-e-0.182-0.231) less likely to be employed
while similar SAIM women are only 17% less likely than their
counterparts without a young child (Model 6). The large negative
results for immigrants could, in part, emanate from the interaction
effect between immigrants’ non-egalitarian cultural norms and the
reservation wage argument put forth here, because (as we will see
below) family characteristics explain most of the variation in
immigrant women’s labor market decisions.
Again, Appendix Table A2.2 presents employment models showing
important national origin differences. Overall, Zimbabweans are equally
likely as SAIM women to be employed, while Mozambican and Lesotho women
are 59% and 30% less likely to be employed (Model 1). However, the
Mozambican and Basotho disadvantage and the Zimbabwean parity with
South Africans is a function of varying stocks in human capital and
household factors. The Mozambican and Basotho disadvantage disappears
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altogether, and Zimbabweans are now 46% more likely to be employed than
SAIM women once we account for such factors (Model 2).
We also see important human capital interactions. Whereas the
returns to higher education are lower for all national groups than
their South African counterparts, this is somewhat less so for
Zimbabweans. In addition, Zimbabwean and Mozambican women seem to
improve their employment likelihood by 6% with more time at the
destination. In contrast, the employment likelihood for Lesotho women
decreases by a similar margin (Model 4).
Furthermore, we also see important national origin differences
when we look at the impact of household characteristics. There are no
significant differences between married Lesotho women and similar South
Africans in accessing employment, while married Zimbabweans and
Mozambicans are significantly less likely to be employed compared to
their unmarried South African counterparts. Again, the influence of a
young child is similar between Mozambican and SAIM women. However, such
is not the case for Zimbabwean and Lesotho women. Relative to SAIM
women without a young child, Zimbabwean and Lesotho women with a young
child are 38% and 54% less likely to be employed (Model 6).
Decomposition of human capital and family characteristics on labor
market decisions
How do human capital and family characteristics differ in explaining
variations in labor market participation between immigrant and South
African women? To answer this question, we compared the log-likelihood
of three models, estimated using multinomial logits, with a combined
variable of LFP and employment (1=not in LF, 2=in LF unemployed, and
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3=in LF employed). The first model was without controls (null model),
the second model controls for human capital factors, while the third
adds household factors to the second model. We calculated the
percentage contribution of each group of factors to the overall
improvement in the log-likelihood. The overall improvement is the
absolute difference between the log-likelihood of the null model and
that of the third. Human capital improvement is the absolute difference
between the null and the second model. In contrast, the difference
between the second and the third models is the improvement due to
family characteristics. Separate models were run for each country and
all immigrants combined. Table 2.4 presents the results.
For SAIM women, human capital factors are more salient in
explaining their labor market activities. Overall, human capital
factors explain 63% of the variation in the models’ predictive power.
In contrast, for all African-born immigrants, family characteristics
are more salient than human capital factors, explaining about 65% of
the variation. However, these results differ by national origin. Family
characteristics predict 72% of the variation in labor market decisions
for Mozambican women, while they explain about 63% in the case of
Zimbabwean and Mozambican women. In general, family, rather than human
capital, characteristics are the main constraints for immigrant women’s
labor market participation decisions in South Africa, while the
opposite is true for SAIM women.
Class of worker
Descriptive statistics on formal employment and the lower returns to
education among immigrants provide suggestive evidence of labor market
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segmentation. We explore this further by examining patterns of formal
employment across groups, conditional on being employed. Table 2.5
shows clear immigrant disadvantage in finding work in the formal
sector. Overall, African-born immigrants are 55% (1-e-0.789) less likely
to find formal employment than SAIM (Model 1). The immigrant
disadvantage seems less related to human capital and household factors,
as the disparity remains net of such characteristics. The odds of
finding a job in the formal sector remain 45% lower for all immigrants
compared to South African women once we control for human capital and
household factors (Model 2).
Once again, education is an important predictor of formal
employment. Overall, the highly educated are most likely and the least
educated less likely to work in the formal sector (Model 2). However,
as in prior models, the returns to education are lower among immigrants
than South Africans, although for the least educated, the returns are
moderately better for the former than the latter. To illustrate, while
South African women with completed-secondary education are 2.7 (e0.999)
times more likely to work in the formal sector, similar immigrants are
only 1.7 (e0.999-0.475) times more likely than South African women with
some secondary education (Model 3). And, for the least educated,
compared to the reference category, primary educated South African
women are 34% less likely to hold formal jobs, whereas primary educated
immigrants are only 3% less likely. YSM is not associated with formal
employment.
Household factors are also associated with the sector of
employment. Marriage, household size, and having a young child show a
76

positive relationship with formal employment, while being a female head
of household is negatively associated with formal employment. These
results are consistent with the reservation wage argument presented in
the employment models above. Spousal income or childcare costs raise
women’s reservation wages, hence more likely to opt for the more
remunerative formal—probably with maternity benefits too—rather than
informal jobs. In addition, higher proportions of other female
relatives and employed males also show weak association with formal
employment. All interactions between nativity and family
characteristics were insignificant.
Appendix Table A2.3 presents models for national origins. Across
all national groups, results are consistent with those shown in Table
2.5. Although individual characteristics explain some of the gross
immigrant disadvantage observed in Model 1, especially among Mozambican
and Lesotho women, all immigrant groups are still less likely to work
in the formal sector than their South African counterparts (Model 2).
Returns to education are also consistent with those for all immigrant
women in Table 2.5; across all national origins, returns to higher
education are lower relative to SAIM. Similarly, less educated
Zimbabweans and Mozambicans have higher formal employment prospects
than similar SAIM, unlike Lesotho women who show no significant
differences with less-educated SAIM. Again, YSM does not produce
significant national origin differences. Results for household factors
are also consistent with those presented in Table 2.5.
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Robustness checks
We conducted several robustness checks related to sample selection
bias. Most importantly, we addressed the concern that the internal
migrant sample excludes urban non-migrants who, together with
immigrants, compete for jobs in South Africa’s urban centers. To
address this concern, we tested separate models that included all urban
residents (migrants and non-migrants) as the reference category. The
results are consistent with those reported above. In addition, we also
tested running multinomial models used in the decomposition analysis
above, to check if simultaneous model estimation, especially
considering competing explanations surrounding the influence of family
characteristics on LFP and employment, will change our results. Here,
substantive findings also mirror those of the separate logit models
reported above.
Conclusions
The paucity of scholarly work on labor market incorporation among
immigrant women in the global South, and sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) in
particular, motivated this study. We document women’s labor market
activities in South Africa, a country that has emerged as a key
destination for regional migrants. While a handful of studies have
documented the labor market performance of immigrant men in South
Africa, similar research for women remains absent. This paper
contributes to this research by examining rates of labor force
participation (LFP) and employment, in addition to access to the formal
sector for African-born immigrants relative to black South African-born
internal migrants (SAIM), who are more similar to international
migrants in unmeasured migration attributes. Nationals from Zimbabwe,
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Mozambique, and Lesotho are used to explore how co-ethnic community
characteristics structure immigrant women’s labor market outcomes.
The main takeaways from this study are the following: First, our
descriptive statistics show that immigrant women are less likely to
participate in the labor force and to be employed than SAIM. Gross or
net of individual and household characteristics, immigrants show lower
LFP rates than SAIM. For those in the labor force, summary statistics
show that immigrants are also less likely to be employed than their
SAIM counterparts, on average. Together, these results indicate that
joblessness is more prevalent among immigrant than SAIM women. In
particular, because black South African women have the highest
unemployment rate at the national level, these findings depict
significant labor market disadvantage for immigrants relative to black
SAIM women.
Second, results from class of worker, which is a powerful form of
segmentation in developing countries, show that employed immigrants are
more disadvantaged than their South African counterparts in accessing
formal employment. Immigrants are relegated to the less remunerative
informal jobs, while South Africans are far more likely to enjoy formal
employment. These results are also consistent with those in Chapter 1.
Considering the strong anti (black) immigrant sentiments prevalent
among South Africans, migrant networks plausibly explain some of the
immigrant disadvantage in accessing formal employment, as social
networks tend to steer new immigrants towards similar types of jobs
(Vidal-Coso and Miret-Gamundi 2014; Franzen and Hangartner 2006).

79

Consequently, immigrant women appear to be less integrated into the
South African labor market.
Third, human capital endowments and family characteristics do not
fully explain variations in LFP and class of worker between immigrants
and SAIM. Net of such factors, immigrants are still significantly less
likely to participate in the labor force and to work in the formal
sector than SAIM. However, individual and household factors fully
explain the employment disadvantage of immigrant women. Net of such
factors, immigrants compare favorably with similar SAIM in employment
likelihood. Immigrants are more likely to be employed than their SAIM
counterparts when we control for human capital and household
characteristics. However, the advantage is not overwhelmingly large as
is the case with men (see Chapter 1). Also, although higher education
is associated with better outcomes, the returns to higher education are
lower among immigrants compared to SAIM.
Together, results from this study portray a segmented pattern of
incorporation for immigrant women in South Africa. In particular,
because joblessness is prevalent among immigrants compared to SAIM who,
themselves, are severely disadvantaged in the labor market than other
racial groups, immigrant women can be viewed as experiencing downward
assimilation. At the same time, because immigrants seem to improve
their LFP with time and their employment disadvantage is fully
explained by individual characteristics, but are disadvantaged when
accessing formal jobs, they can also be considered as experiencing
delayed incorporation. There is no enough evidence to claim that
immigrants show signs of classical assimilation pattern. In particular,
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we think that because family factors are more salient in explaining
variations in immigrant women’s labor market activities, their
improvement in LFP and employment likelihood with additional time of
residence in South Africa, especially among Mozambicans and
Zimbabweans, signals the dissipation of gender non-egalitarianism as
they integrate into South African communities.
Furthermore, the influence of household characteristics and
familial roles on women’s labor market prospects is suggestive.
Overall, our results are in agreement with previous research. Female
householders must find work; they are consistently more likely to be in
the labor force and, conditional on being in the labor force, they are
more likely to be employed than women who do not head a household.
Marriage and young children hinder women’s labor force participation
and employment prospects, and this is more serious among immigrants
than SAIM. Thus, our results are consistent with the idea that
immigrants adhere to traditional norms more than natives and the fact
that South Africa is more gender-egalitarian within the region. We have
shown that family characteristics are the main deterrent to immigrant
women’s participation in the labor market, whereas for South Africanborn women, human capital endowments explain much of the variation in
their decisions to engage in labor market activities.
Finally, national origin differences highlight the influence of
characteristics of co-ethnic communities in shaping immigrants’ labor
market experiences. Among the three groups, Zimbabweans exhibit higher
stocks of human capital, especially regarding education and English
speaking ability compared to Lesotho and Mozambican women. However,
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Lesotho and Mozambican women have relatively longer-established coethnic communities, while Zimbabweans have a recent migration history
in South Africa. Our results show that only Zimbabwean women have
better odds of being employed than SAIM, net of individual and
household characteristics, and, like Mozambicans, their LFP and
employment prospects also improve with time. This pattern suggests that
better-resourced immigrant communities may perform better in the South
African labor market than the less-resourced but well-established
immigrant communities, at least with respect to employment. On the
contrary, Lesotho women, who are culturally more similar to South
Africans compared to Mozambicans and Zimbabweans, appear more
comparable with SAIM in their labor market outcomes, except in models
predicting class of worker. The negative results to YSM for Lesotho
women, however, may indicate selective return-migration among those who
meet their economic target. Overall, cultural similarities with SAIM
are less crucial than having better human capital endowments in the
South African labor market, however, being culturally similar does
matter.
Furthermore, although family characteristics explain most of
immigrant women’s labor market activities, this also varies by national
origin. Family characteristics are slightly more salient for Mozambican
than for Lesotho and Zimbabwean women as they explain a slightly higher
proportion of the variation in their labor market activities compared
to their counterparts. However, for factors that depict household
production activities, on the one hand, childcare challenges on labor
market activities are less deterrent for Mozambican women compared to
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Lesotho and Zimbabwean women. On the other hand, marriage is less
deterrent for Lesotho than Mozambican and Zimbabwean women.
Although results from this study are somewhat consistent with
those from the developed context, the South African context is also
unique in important ways. One of the main distinctions is the fact that
FLFP in source countries is higher than the after-migration statistics
in the host country, which is in stark contrast to the South-North
context. Take, for instance, two largest migration flows, Mexico-United
States and India-United Kingdom. For these two immigrant groups, FLFP
is higher in the host (that is after migration) than in the source
countries (Fernández-Reino and Rienzo 2019; US Bureau of Labor
Statistics 2019; World Bank 2019). This is not the case in South
Africa, where the LFP rate among native-born women averages 47% between
2009 and 2019, compared to 78%, 80%, and 60% for Zimbabwe, Mozambique
and Lesotho, respectively (World Bank 2019). However, in both contexts,
FLFP is lower among immigrants than natives, which signifies the extent
of challenges to incorporation experienced by African-born immigrant
women in South Africa.
Likewise, household gender dynamics vis-à-vis FLFP are more
favorable in the developed context than in South Africa. For instance,
the traditional marriage institution, based on production
complementarities between husband and wife, is stronger in the SSA
context than the global North (Cherlin 2005, Pesando et al. 2018). Not
surprisingly, family factors are more salient for immigrant women’s
labor market activities in South Africa as opposed to the salient
nature of human capital endowments in North America (Stier and Tienda
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1992)and Europe. Thus, the interaction between family and human capital
factors in hindering LFP presents additional challenges to
incorporation among immigrant women in the South-South context.
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Note: All comparisons for the statistical tests are to South African internal migrants
Source: 2011 South African Census

a

Family characteristics (%)
62.1
Married
51.3
Household head
3.0 (4.7)
Spousal age difference (mean)
Proportion of female extended family
5.5 (13.6)
member
Proportion of employed males in the
14.8 (18.6)
household
3.1 (1.8)
Household size (mean)
22.7
Proportion with a young child (<=2 years)

***
21.0
50.3
28.7
3.4 (2.8) †††
***
44.1
24.0
31.9
30.0 (7.1) †††

Human capital and individual factors a (%)
Education
14.7
Primary or less
36.4
Some secondary
48.9
Completed secondary+
3.2 (2.7)
Years since migration (mean)
Language
20.8
English
55.2
Zulu or Xhosa
24.0
Other
34.6 (9.1)
Age (mean)
a

79.0 ***
16,886
59.0 ***
13,340
53.3 ***
7,873

All immigrants

85.5
88,898
63.6
75,987
71.6
48,306

Labor market outcomes (%)
labor force participation (%)
N - (total)
Employment (%)
N - (those in the labor force)
Formal employment (%)
N - (those employed)

South African
internal migrants

Table 2.1: Summary statistics of the variables used in the analysis, women age 20-60
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0.388***
0.388***

0.391***

0.394***

0.391***

Married

Head of household

[0.00]

[0.03]

[0.05] -1.600*** [0.17]
-42780

1.772***
-45514

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Constant
N
Log Likelihood

Immigrant x young child

Immigrant x married

Immigrant x YSM

0.027***

[0.01]

-42730

-42775

-1.567*** [0.17]
-1.627*** [0.17]
105,784

[0.08]
-0.443*** [0.08]
0.115

-42739

-1.597*** [0.17]

-0.556*** [0.07]

-42772

-0.193*** [0.05]
-1.587*** [0.17]

[0.00]

0.011***
[0.00]

0.011***
[0.00]

0.011***
[0.00]

0.011***

[0.00]

0.011***

Immigrant x Completed secondary

[0.00]

0.003**
[0.00]

0.003**
[0.00]

0.003**
[0.00]

0.003**

[0.00]

0.003**

% employed males
Interaction terms
Immigrant x Primary or less

0.001***

[0.00]

-0.032*** [0.00]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.03]

% female extended family members

[0.00]

-0.033

***

Has younger child (<=2 years)

0.001***

[0.00]

[0.03]

-0.109*** [0.01]
-0.078** [0.03]

[0.00]

-0.032

***

0.217***

-0.108*** [0.01]
-0.121*** [0.02]

0.001***

[0.00]

[0.03]

0.216***

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.109*** [0.01]
-0.127*** [0.02]

[0.00]

-0.032

***

0.218***

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.107*** [0.01]
-0.126*** [0.02]

0.001***

SAD2
Household size

[0.00]

[0.03]

0.218***

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.01]

-0.110*** [0.01]
-0.126*** [0.02]

-0.032

Spousal age difference (SAD)

***

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.330*** [0.03]
-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.261*** [0.03]

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.327*** [0.03]

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.328*** [0.03]

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.328*** [0.03]

0.046
-0.021

0.044
-0.023

0.219***

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.01]

0.04
-0.027

Age2

0.058
-0.031

Age

[0.04]
[0.05]
[0.01]

[0.00]

0.043
-0.023

[0.00]

Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)
English
Other

[0.00]

0.012**

0.007

0.012**

[0.00]

0.013**

0.012**

Years since migration

Completed secondary

Primary or less
[0.00]

-0.388*** [0.03]
0.336*** [0.02]

-0.388*** [0.03]
0.337*** [0.02]

-0.389*** [0.03]
0.334*** [0.02]

-0.419*** [0.03]
0.409*** [0.02]

-0.389*** [0.03]
0.336*** [0.02]

(6)
-0.317*** [0.03]

(5)
[0.06]

(4)
0.085

(3)
-0.473*** [0.04]

(2)
-0.286*** [0.05]

Immigrant
Education (ref=Some secondary)

-0.448*** [0.05] -0.384*** [0.03]

(1)

Table 2.2: Logit models predicting labor force participation among women age 20-60 in South Africa
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(1)

[0.00]

[0.06]

[0.00]

-3.172*** [0.30]

-58864

-52746

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Constant
N
Log Likelihood

Immigrant x young child

Immigrant x married

0.029

[0.02]

-52668

-52739

-3.222*** [0.32] -3.146*** [0.30]
89,327

-0.600*** [0.04]

Immigrant x Completed secondary
Immigrant x YSM

[0.09]

-0.208*

Immigrant x Primary or less

-52714

-3.171*** [0.31]

-0.394*** [0.09]

0.013

0.013***

% employed males
Interaction terms

0.013

[0.00]

***

[0.00]

***

[0.00]

***

[0.00]

***

0.013

0.008***
[0.00]

0.008***
[0.00]

0.008***
[0.00]

0.008***

[0.00]

0.008***

% female extended family members
0.013

-0.125*** [0.01]
-0.182*** [0.02]
-0.125*** [0.01]
-0.220*** [0.02]
-0.125*** [0.01]
-0.223*** [0.02]

-0.124*** [0.01]
-0.223*** [0.02]

-0.126*** [0.01]
-0.222*** [0.02]

Has younger child (<=2 years)

SAD2
Household size

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

-52733

-0.231*** [0.03]
-3.150*** [0.31]

[0.04]

0.445***
-0.044*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.04]

0.447***

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.04]

0.449***

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.04]

0.451***

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.04]

0.448***

[0.06]
[0.01]

[0.03]

Spousal age difference (SAD)

0.157***

0.308***
-0.011

Head of household

[0.06]
[0.01]

[0.04]

-0.001*** [0.00]
-0.376*** [0.04]

0.157***

0.306***
-0.014

-0.001*** [0.00]
-0.330*** [0.03]

[0.06]
[0.01]

[0.03]

-0.001*** [0.00]
-0.374*** [0.03]

0.158***

0.310***
-0.009

[0.00]

-0.002*** [0.00]
-0.376*** [0.04]

[0.06]
[0.01]

[0.04]

[0.00]

-0.002*** [0.00]
-0.375*** [0.04]

0.158***

0.313***
-0.017

[0.00]

Married

[0.06]
[0.01]

[0.03]

[0.00]

Age2

0.307***
-0.01

[0.00]

[0.05]
[0.03]
0.915***
-0.003

-0.055
[0.05]
[0.03]

0.916***
-0.003

-0.056

[0.05]
[0.03]

0.914***
-0.007

-0.057

[0.04]
[0.03]

0.994***
-0.002

-0.016

[0.05]
[0.03]

-0.056
0.916***
-0.003

[0.04]

(6)
0.249***

[0.10]

(5)
0.483***

[0.05]

(4)
0.083

[0.05]

(3)
0.395***

[0.04]

(2)
0.181***

0.159***

0.557***

-0.192*** [0.05]

Age

English
Other

Completed secondary
Years since migration
Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)

Immigrant
Education (ref=Some secondary)
Primary or less

Table 2.3: Logit models predicting employment among women age 20-60 in South Africa

Table 2.4: Decomposition of labor market participation among women age
20-60 in South Africa – Log Likelihood statistics
South
Africa

All
immigrants

-86671

-17707

-9713

-3215

-2146

-81899

-17174

-9397

-3147

-2050

-79078

-16163

-8853

-2969

-1882

Overall model improvement
(absolute) [Model 1 - Model 3]

7593

1544

860

247

264

% improvement due to human
capital

62.8

34.5

36.8

27.9

36.3

% improvement due to family
characteristics

37.2

65.5

63.2

72.1

63.7

Models
[1] = Null
[2] = [1] + human capital
[3] = [2] + family
characteristics

Zimbabwe Mozambique Lesotho

Contributions
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Table 2.5: Logit models predicting formal employment among women age
20-60 in South Africa
(1)
Immigrant
Education (ref=Some secondary)

-0.789

*** [0.06]

Primary or less

(2)
-0.498

*** [0.07]

-0.623

*** [0.06]

-0.334

*** [0.04]

-0.412

*** [0.05]

-0.335

*** [0.04]

***

0.935
0.004

Other
Age
Age squared

-0.121
0.003
0.000

Married

0.063

0.001

-0.089
-0.007

SAD2

0.000

Household size

0.055
0.050
0.003

% employed males

0.003

[0.04]
[0.00]

0.999
0.004

[0.04]

0.015

*** [0.03]

*

Head of household
SAD

% female extended family members

(4)

*** [0.05]

Completed secondary or more
Years since migration
Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)
English

Has younger child (<=2 years)

(3)

-0.590

**

***

[0.01]
[0.00]

-0.132
0.000
0.000

[0.03]

0.064

[0.03]

-0.087
-0.006

*

[0.00]

0.000

***

[0.01]

0.057

*

[0.03]

0.047

***

[0.00]

**

[0.00]

0.003
0.003

[0.00]

0.934
0.002

[0.04]

0.001

*** [0.03]

*

[0.01]

[0.04]

**

***

***

[0.01]
[0.04]

[0.01]
[0.00]

-0.120
0.003
0.000

[0.03]

0.063

[0.03]

-0.089
-0.007

[0.00]

0.000

[0.01]

0.055

***

[0.00]

**

[0.00]

***

[0.09]

0.050
0.003
0.003

*** [0.03]

[0.01]
[0.00]

*

[0.01]

[0.03]

[0.04]

[0.03]
**

[0.03]
[0.01]

*

[0.00]

***

[0.01]

*

[0.02]

***

[0.00]

**

[0.00]

Interaction terms
Immigrant x Primary or less
Immigrant x Completed secondary
Immigrant x YSM
Constant
N
Log Likelihood

0.389

-0.475

0.922***

[0.02]

0.329

[0.18]

*** [0.07]

0.325

[0.18]

0.009
0.338

56179
-34284

-32365

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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-32294

-32364

[0.01]
[0.18]

[0.00]

0.011***

% employed males

[0.05]

0.003**

[0.00]

0.003**

% female extended family members

1.772***

-0.105*** [0.01]
-0.120*** [0.02]

-0.106*** [0.01]
-0.118*** [0.02]

Has younger child (<=2 years)

94

[0.19]
[0.14]

-0.410*
0.450**

-0.611*** [0.14]

Mozambique x completed secondary
Lesotho x <=primary
Lesotho x completed secondary

-1.648*** [0.19]

-0.380*** [0.10]
[0.07]
0.223**

[0.13]

***

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

[0.00]

[0.03]

[0.03]

[0.00]

[0.00]

-44165

-41529

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Constant
N
Log Likelihood

Lesotho x young child

Zimbabwe x young child
Mozambique x young child

Zimbabwe x married

-41483

-41516

-1.641*** [0.19] -1.614*** [0.19]
103553

-41501

-1.639*** [0.19]

-0.292** [0.11]

0.011***

0.003**

-0.105*** [0.01]
-0.115*** [0.02]

-0.032*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.392***

Lesotho x married

-0.049** [0.02]

Lesotho x YSM

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

[0.00]

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.273*** [0.03]

0.217

***

0.049
-0.027

0.011**

Mozambique x married

[0.01]

0.038***

[0.13]

[0.14]

[0.08]

-0.369*** [0.03]
0.363*** [0.02]

0.221

0.159*
-0.207

(5)

-0.560*** [0.08]
-0.396* [0.19]

[0.01]

0.040***

[0.00]

[0.00]

Mozambique x YSM

0.011***

0.003**

-0.106*** [0.01]
-0.119*** [0.02]

-0.031*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.394***

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.325*** [0.03]

0.218

0.055
-0.02

0.007*

-0.370*** [0.03]
0.361*** [0.02]

0.204

-0.437*** [0.08]
-0.678*** [0.09]

(4)

Zimbabwe x YSM

Mozambique x <=primary

0.199*

Zimbabwe x completed secondary

[0.10]

[0.00]

[0.00]

Zimbabwe x <=Primary

Interaction terms

SAD2
Household size

0.011***

-0.031*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.03]

0.396***

-0.031*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

Spousal age difference (SAD)

[0.03]

0.395***

Head of household

Married

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.324*** [0.03]

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.324*** [0.03]

0.218

0.220

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

Age squared

***

0.055
-0.026

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

***

0.052
-0.023

[0.00]

0.011**

[0.00]

0.011**

[0.08]

-0.416*** [0.03]
0.409*** [0.02]

-0.041

-0.229*** [0.06]
-0.604*** [0.07]

(3)

-0.369*** [0.03]
0.363*** [0.02]

[0.10]

-0.005

-0.079

[0.11]

-0.313*** [0.07]
-0.547*** [0.08]

(2)

-0.307*** [0.08]
-0.893*** [0.10]

(1)

Age

Years since migration
Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)
English
Other

Completed secondary

Primary or less

Mozambique
Lesotho
Education (ref=Some secondary)

Zimbabwe

National origin (ref=South Africa)

[0.10]

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.01]

[0.00]

[0.03]

[0.00]

[0.00]

-41520

-1.636*** [0.19]

-0.185*** [0.05]
-0.024
[0.06]
-0.412*** [0.10]

0.011***

0.003**

-0.106*** [0.01]
-0.082*** [0.02]

-0.031*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.392***

-0.003*** [0.00]
-0.326*** [0.03]

0.218

***

0.051
-0.023

0.011**

-0.369*** [0.03]
0.362*** [0.02]

0.101

-0.244** [0.07]
-0.542*** [0.09]

(6)

Table A 2.1: Logit models predicting labor force participation among women age 20-60 in South Africa
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***

0.008***

-0.127*** [0.01]
-0.221*** [0.02]
[0.00]
[0.00]

0.008***
0.013***

Has younger child (<=2 years)
% female extended family members

-57580

-51616

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Constant
N
Log Likelihood

Lesotho x young child

Zimbabwe x young child
Mozambique x young child

Mozambique x married
Lesotho x married

-51542

-51588

-3.282*** [0.32] -3.232*** [0.33]
87647

[0.01]
-0.058*** [0.02]

Lesotho x YSM
Zimbabwe x married

[0.01]

[0.00]

[0.00]

0.057***

0.013***

0.008***

-0.126*** [0.01]
-0.221*** [0.02]

0.057***

[0.11]
-0.842*** [0.16]

0.052

[0.04]

[0.06]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.449***

0.302***
0.011
0.162***
-0.002***
-0.369***

[0.00]

[0.03]
[0.04]

[0.18]

[0.14]

[0.12]

Mozambique x YSM

-3.267*** [0.32]

[0.00]

[0.00]

[0.04]

[0.09]
-0.583*** [0.05]
-0.084
[0.14]
-0.746*** [0.14]

0.011

0.013***

0.452***

[0.06]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]

*

0.933***
-0.008

-0.024

-0.368
0.156

0.196

(4)

Zimbabwe x YSM

Lesotho x completed secondary

Mozambique x completed secondary
Lesotho x <=primary

Zimbabwe x completed secondary
Mozambique x <=primary

% employed males
Interaction terms
Zimbabwe x <=Primary

SAD2
Household size

[0.06]

-0.126*** [0.01]
-0.223*** [0.02]

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.557***

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

[0.04]

0.450***

Spousal age difference (SAD)

0.300***
0.003
0.162***
-0.002***
-0.369***

Head of household

Married

[0.04]

[0.01]

[0.06]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]
[0.02]

0.298***
0.008
0.163***
-0.002***
-0.367***

[0.01]

0.997***
-0.003

-0.021

[0.17]

[0.11]

[0.09]

English
Other
Age
Age squared

[0.03]
[0.04]

-0.022

0.044

0.554***
-0.014

(3)

0.935***
-0.003

[0.17]

[0.14]

[0.09]

-0.076

0.379***
-0.151

(2)

Completed secondary
Years since migration
Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)

[0.17]

[0.14]

[0.09]

(1)

-0.363*

-0.886

Mozambique
Lesotho
Education (ref=Some secondary)
Primary or less

0.011

Zimbabwe

National origin (ref=South Africa)

[0.04]

[0.06]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.04]

[0.04]

[0.01]

[0.03]
[0.04]

[0.25]

[0.21]

[0.10]

[0.00]

[0.00]

[0.15]

-51582

-3.259*** [0.32]

-0.198

-0.482*** [0.09]
-0.440** [0.16]

0.013***

0.008***

-0.126*** [0.01]
-0.219*** [0.02]

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.448***

0.295***
0.004
0.161***
-0.002***
-0.326***

0.934***
-0.004

-0.023

0.06

0.755***
0.188

(5)

[0.04]

[0.06]
[0.01]
[0.00]
[0.03]

[0.04]

[0.01]

[0.03]
[0.04]

[0.18]

[0.15]

[0.10]

[0.00]

[0.00]

-51594

-3.243*** [0.32]

-0.292*** [0.05]
-0.016
[0.07]
-0.605*** [0.10]

0.013***

0.008***

-0.127*** [0.01]
-0.180*** [0.02]

-0.043*** [0.01]
0.001*** [0.00]

0.447***

0.298***
0.008
0.161***
-0.002***
-0.369***

0.934***
-0.003

-0.023

0.033

0.474***
-0.149

(6)

Table A 2.2: Logit models predicting employment among women age 20-60 in South Africa

Table A 2.3: Logit models predicting formal employment among women age
20-60 in South Africa
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

National origin (ref=South Africa)
-0.729*** [0.06]
-0.982*** [0.09]

-0.588*** [0.07]
-0.431*** [0.12]

-0.476*** [0.08]
-0.596*** [0.11]

-0.639*** [0.08]
-0.416** [0.15]

-1.125*** [0.14]

-0.605*** [0.14]

-0.514*** [0.12]

-0.662*** [0.18]

-0.339*** [0.05]
0.943*** [0.04]

-0.411*** [0.05]
0.999*** [0.04]

-0.339*** [0.05]
0.942*** [0.04]

0.004

[0.01]

0.005

[0.01]

0.002

0.014

[0.04]
-0.131*** [0.03]
0.001
[0.01]
0.000
[0.00]
[0.03]
0.070*

0.011

Married

[0.04]
-0.126*** [0.03]
0.004
[0.01]
0.000
[0.00]
[0.03]
0.069*

Head of household
Spousal age difference (SAD)

-0.079**
-0.008

SAD2
Household size

0.000*

[0.01]
[0.00]

0.056***

Has younger child (<=2 years)

0.054*

% female extended family members
% employed males
Interaction terms

Zimbabwe
Mozambique
Lesotho
Education (ref=Some secondary)
Primary or less
Completed secondary
Years since migration
Language (ref=Zulu or Xhosa)
English

0.010

Other
Age
Age squared

[0.03]

-0.079**
-0.008

[0.03]

0.000*

[0.01]
[0.00]

[0.01]

0.057***

[0.02]

0.050*

0.003***

[0.00]

0.003***

[0.00]

[0.01]

[0.04]
-0.126*** [0.03]
0.004
[0.01]
0.000
[0.00]
[0.03]
0.069*
-0.079**
-0.008

[0.03]

0.000*

[0.01]
[0.00]

[0.01]

0.056***

[0.01]

[0.03]

0.054*

[0.02]

0.003***

[0.00]

0.003***

[0.00]

0.003***

[0.00]

0.003***

[0.00]

Zimbabwe x <=Primary

0.535***

[0.12]

Zimbabwe x completed secondary
Mozambique x <=primary

-0.490*** [0.07]
0.542*** [0.15]

Mozambique x completed secondary
Lesotho x <=primary

-0.639**
0.159

0.015
-0.003
0.015
0.296

[0.01]
[0.02]
[0.02]
[0.19]

[0.14]
-0.735*** [0.20]

Lesotho x completed secondary
Zimbabwe x YSM
Mozambique x YSM
Lesotho x YSM
Constant
N
Log Likelihood

[0.21]

0.922***

[0.02]

0.288

[0.19]

0.303

[0.19]

55128
-33544

-31669

Robust standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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-31596

-31668

Chapter 3: Patterns and Motivations of Remitting to SubSaharan Africa Households: Evidence from Four
Countries
Abstract
Between 2010 and 2018, formal remittances to sub-Saharan Africa
increased by 40%. This paper examines the patterns and motivations of
remitting behavior reported by receiving householders surveyed in
Burkina Faso, Senegal, Kenya, and Uganda. We explore how migrant and
origin-household characteristics shape remitting behavior besides
making cross-country comparisons. Results show that remitters are more
likely to be close family members, with paid employment, married, and
who migrated beyond continental borders. Households with the most
financial need are more likely to receive remittances and, on average,
receive more remittances than moderately need households. Furthermore,
findings highlight the importance of combining migrant and sendinghousehold characteristics in assessing remitting behavior. Migrant
rather than origin-household characteristics are more salient
determinants of remitting behavior among sub-Saharan Africa emigrants.
Consequently, the bulk of evidence suggests altruism as the primary
motive behind remittances, although results also point to insurance as
a motivation. However, we argue that the altruistic behavior is mainly
driven by the obligation to remit rather than mere concern for the nonmigrating household. This altruistic behavior is much stronger in
societies with high gender inequality. Results also underscore the
importance of migrants’ access to developed labor markets and the
origin country’s level of development in determining the pattern and
use of remittances.
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Introduction
In the past two decades, there has been a remarkable increase in the
number of international migrants originating from Africa. In relative
numbers, between 2000 and 2017, Africa experienced the biggest increase
in international migrants compared to other regions (United Nations
2017). Likewise, internal migration has also been on the rise and is
more significant in terms of numbers and ensuing remittances (Awumbila
et al. 2014). In sub-Saharan Africa, as elsewhere in the developing
world, rural households diversify their income through migration—either
internal or international. For the vast majority of these households,
remittances are often a substitute for public welfare spending or a
form of insurance due to failing labor markets and are, thus, a vital
source of income. Data from the Southern Africa Migration Project
(SAMP) show that as many as 85% of households in southern Africa
receive cash remittances (Pendleton et al. 2006). The World Bank
estimates that formal remittances to sub-Saharan Africa have grown from
US$32 billion in 2010 to US$46 billion in 2018 and are projected to
reach US$50 billion at the end of 2020. Not surprisingly, remittances
constitute a significant source of foreign exchange earnings in
developing countries, which are often larger than foreign direct
investment (Ratha et al. 2018; Mutume 2005). However, the reported
figures likely underestimate the real remittance flow because many
African migrants, especially regional migrants, use informal channels
to send money home (Pendleton et al. 2006). In addition, formal
remittances do not take into account remittances sent in the form of
goods, which mainly originate from short-distance and female migrants
(Mbiyozo 2018).
98

The bulk of prior research on remittances has focused on earnings
repatriated by international migrants, mainly from Europe and North
America, to the relative neglect of remittances from internal migrants.
However, migration research shows that regional movements, especially
rural-urban, are the dominant form of migration in sub-Saharan Africa,
and in some countries, total internal remittances exceed international
remittances (Flahaux and De Haas 2016; McKay and Deshingkar 2014). For
example, our data show that among all households with migrants, the
share of internal migrants ranged from 42% in Burkina Faso to 79% in
Uganda. However, there has been little effort to document the remitting
behavior of internal migrants despite its dominance. Although a few
studies have examined remittances originating from regional
international migrants (Azam and Gubert 2006; Makina 2013; Jena 2018)
and rural-urban migrants (Posel 2001; McKay and Deshingkar 2014), we
lack a comprehensive analysis that captures all types of migrations.
This article contributes to this literature in two ways. First,
we incorporate both internal and international migrants to examine how
family ties, migrant, and origin-household characteristics explain
patterns of remitting behavior and assess how this varies by country of
origin. Although we might expect international migrants to remit more
than internal migrants, other studies in sub-Saharan Africa have found
contrasting results (Campbell 2010). Second, unlike most prior
research, we take into account remittances sent in the form of cash as
well as goods. Although money is the most quantifiable and accounted
for transaction from migrants, goods constitute a significant
proportion of remittances. This is particularly true in the sub-Saharan
context, where a significant proportion of migrants send material goods
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as remittances. With these data improvements, we re-assess the
motivations for sending remittances to origin-households,
differentiating between altruism and insurance, and take a closer look
at what drives them.
Results suggest that migrants’ rather than origin-household
characteristics are more salient determinants of remitting behavior
among sub-Saharan Africa emigrants. Immediate family members and
migrants with high economic potential are more likely to remit and send
more remittances than contrasting migrants. In addition, households
with more economic-need are more likely to and receive more remittances
than moderately need households. Together these results suggest
altruism as well as insurance as motivations. However, more evidence
points to altruism as the primary motive. Family characteristics show
that adult emigrants with household responsibility have higher
remitting prospects than those without, demonstrating that remitting
behavior is obligation-driven. National origin differences show the
importance of access to developed labor markets and the origin
country’s level of development in determining the pattern and use of
remittances.
Background
Prior research has assessed how migrant and origin-household
characteristics shape remitting patterns and consequently make
inferences on remitting motives. In sub-Saharan Africa, this research
has shown that, among other things, remitting behavior is a function of
migrants’ age, gender, human capital, area of destination, the
relationship between migrating and remaining family members, and
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origin-household’s socioeconomic status. For instance, Makina (2013)
and Posel (2001) show that in Zimbabwe and South Africa, respectively,
remitters are more likely to be older than younger migrants. Studies
have also shown that nuclear family members are also more likely to
remit than non-nuclear members (see, for instance, Stark (1991) on
evidence from Botswana and Posel (2001) from South Africa), signifying
the importance of close family ties. Studies from Botswana (Lucas and
Stark 1985; Campbell 2010) and Ghana (McKay and Deshingkar 2014), have
shown that poorer households tend to receive more remittances than
households with high socioeconomic status.
Findings on gender, however, are mixed. Some studies have shown
that women have a higher remitting propensity than men (Posel 2001),
others show opposite results (Dodson et al. 2008), and yet others find
no gender differences at all (Campbell 2010). Family and gender system
differences probably explain these divergent findings. For instance, in
Thailand, women are more likely to remit and remit more than men in
accordance with that country’s traditional norms that assign merits to
women to financially support their families (Phongpaichit 1993; Osaki
1999). In contrast, research from Latin America, especially in relation
to the Mexico-U.S. migration, has consistently found that men are more
likely to remit and remit substantial sums than their female
counterparts (Amuedo-Dorantes and Mazzolari 2010; Flippen 2015), which
is consistent with Mexico’s patriarchal family system.
In adjudicating remitting motives, researchers have advanced
several motive-related concepts to explain migrants’ remitting
behavior. Broadly, these concepts can be grouped into two: altruism—the
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selfless concern or care for those left behind; and insurance, which
captures all forms of contractual agreements between the originhousehold and the migrant and other self-interest motivations, such as
risk-sharing (family-insurance), repayments, other forms of exchange,
and investment (self-insurance) (see, for example, Lucas and Stark
1985; Hagen-Zanker and Siegel 2007). Although there are various forms
of insurance motivation, this is not the case with altruism. Even the
‘tempered altruism’ theory postulated by Lucas and Stark (1985) falls
within the migrant-origin household contractual agreement concept. In
this study, we dwell our attention to altruism, family-, and selfinsurance motives. Because quantitative research on remittances does
not delve into the nature of altruistic payments, we utilize the
ethnographic remittance-scripts framework proposed by Carling (2014) to
shed light on the nature of altruistic remittance transactions.
In general, the formulation and interpretation of remittance
motives are, in part, influenced by 1) the different viewpoints from
which the remitting information is obtained, i.e., from the migrant’s
perspective in the host country or that of the household receiving the
remittances, and 2) the type of migration. Data permitting, it is
recommended to use information obtained from both sides and to include
all types of migration (Osili 2008; Bredtmann et al. 2019) to better
adjudicate between different kinds of motives. This analysis uses data
obtained from the receiving households but incorporates both migrant
and origin-household characteristics and all types of migration
(internal, continental, and inter-continental).
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Without a doubt, altruism is the most intuitive motive of sending
remittances among African migrants. In sub-Saharan Africa, where most
countries are too poor to provide social security to their citizens, or
social welfare spending exists only on paper, families (sometimes
communities) provide social security through resource sharing, which is
a significant form of altruism. This altruistic behavior is embedded in
the African culture, as it is passed on from generation to generation.
Therefore, when family members migrate, there is a firm normative
expectation that they will remit to the origin-household. However, the
level of altruism depends on several factors. The most important being
the relationship between the remitting migrant and the originhousehold. Research has shown that altruistic behavior is stronger
among nuclear than non-nuclear family members (Posel 2001). Other
factors include the gender of the migrant and socioeconomic status of
the origin-household. Studies have shown that women and migrants from
poorer households are more altruistic than men and migrants from
wealthy households, respectively (Vanwey 2004). Under altruism,
remittances are expected to increase with increasing migrant’s income
(Funkhouser 1995) because the migrant has more resources to share with
the origin-household. In general, altruism exists if remittances
increase with the increasing ability of the migrant to remit more, all
things constant, and in response to adverse shocks experienced by the
origin-household (Agarwal and Horowitz 2002). Furthermore, under
altruism—where migrants are concerned with the welfare of family
members in the origin-household—migrant characteristics should explain
much of the remitting behavior.
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Insurance as a motivation has equally received considerable
attention in the remittance literature. The income shock argument
advanced above is also applicable to the insurance motive. Again, in
countries where capital markets are imperfect and failing, the originhousehold and the migrant enter into a contractual agreement where
migration is considered a mechanism for risk diversification.
Remittances from the migrant serve as a cushion to the originhousehold’s income shocks that help smooth consumption, as embodied in
the new economics of labor migration (NELM) theory (Stark and Bloom
1985). Thus, under the insurance motive, remittances increase when the
origin-household’s income decrease or other shocks occur. For instance,
in Botswana, Lucas and Stark (1985) argue that insurance, rather than
altruism, explains the remitting patterns observed during droughts as
urban migrants remit to protect families with large herds of cattle.5
In a study of migrants from the Sierra region in the Dominican
Republic, De la Briere et al. (2002) found that remittances from
migrants in the United States respond to both parental income shock
(family-insurance) and land assets (self-insurance). Under family
insurance, origin-household characteristics should explain most of the
remitting behavior, with poor households receiving large sums of
remittances, mainly for consumption purposes (Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo
2006). However, under self-insurance, remittances are expected to be
positively associated with the origin-household’s income or assets (for
inheritance) and migrants’ intention to return.

5
Cattle are a major source of income in rural Botswana and a dominant form of
inheritable wealth
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Nonetheless, research has shown that in most circumstances, it is
difficult to distinguish between altruistic and insurance motives
(Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo 2006; Chami et al. 2008) as both respond to
variation in origin-households’ income levels. To disentangle this
conundrum, we use other variables to elucidate the probable motive. One
such variable is the number of migrants per origin-household. Under
self-interest motives, the contract between the migrant and the originhousehold should not be affected by the presence of other migrants from
the same household, unlike with the altruistic motive, where the level
of remittances should fall with an increasing number of remitters.
Agarwal and Horowitz (2002) tested this hypothesis using Guyanese data
and found evidence consistent with altruism. So, we use the same
hypothesis to assess the likely motive if the level of remittances
responds to the economic-need of the origin-household.
Model of remitting behavior and hypothesis
When making remitting decisions, a migrant considers his/her
interests and that of the origin-household. Central to these decisions
is the migrant’s level of income vis-à-vis that of the originhousehold. Trying to achieve satisfaction with the remitting decisions,
the migrant prioritizes own interests or that of the origin-household,
subject to prevailing constraints related to the level of subsistence,
how he/she values remittances, and barriers to sending remittances. As
such, the migrant chooses between own and origin-household’s interests
or a combination of both depending on these constraints.
There are several factors, from either side, that can influence
remitting behavior. Migrants’ own interests that dictate remitting
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behavior depends on factors such as their socio-economic status,
responsibilities brought by his/her dependents (whom the migrant lives
with), and the cost of living in the host country. On the other hand,
origin-household characteristics that influence remitting behavior
include the relationship between the migrant and the head of the
origin-household, economic status, and the presence of assets from
which the migrant expects to benefit. Therefore, the remitting equation
can be expressed as:





R*   m , Ym , Yh , mh , Rh ;
*

where R is the latent variable of either the decision to remit or level

 m is

the weight of the migrant’s motive to remit

(altruism or insurance).

Ym and Yh are migrant and origin-household’s

of remittances and

level of income or characteristics that dictate the migrant’s remitting
behavior as he/she looks to satisfy his/her interests, ceteris paribus.

mh is the number of other migrants from the same household who remit an
average amount of Rh .
Based on the above model, we test the following predictions
concerning the likelihood to remit and the level of remittances:
1. The relationship between the migrant and the head of the
origin-household will influence both the likelihood and the
level of remittances. In particular, we expect immediate
family members of the origin-household (householders, sons, or
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daughters) to have a higher remitting likelihood and to remit
more than intermediate family members.
2. The high earning potential of migrants will lead to a higher
level of remittances. Thus, more educated migrants, those with
paid employment (relative to the self- or unemployed), and
those that migrate to more advanced economies (overseas
migrants) will remit more than their counterparts,
respectively.
3. Migrants living alone in the host area will be more likely to
and remit more than migrants living with nuclear or other
(non-)family members. The reason for this likelihood is twofold. Either such migrants have lower consumption
expenditures, hence more capable of remitting, or they are
more likely to return such that remittances act as premium
payments.
4. Households with the most economic need will be more likely to
receive and receive more remittances than moderately need
households. Specifically, female-headed households, households
located in rural parts of the origin country, and households
with low non-remittance income will have higher chances of
receiving remittances and will receive more than respective
households.
5. Multiple

migrants from the same household will reduce the

level of remittances since the earning potential of the
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household increases with the increasing number of remitting
emigrants
From the above predictions, we suggest the following hypotheses
to guide the assessment of remitting motives; if the decision to remit
is based on need from the origin-household and that economically
advantaged emigrants are more likely and remit more than less capable
migrants or if close family members have a higher propensity to remit
and remit more than distant family members, we will interpret that as
evidence of altruism. In contrast, if the most economic need households
are more likely to and receive more remittances than less-need
households or if remittances respond to origin-household’s possession
of fixed assets (e.g., land), then that will be taken as supportive of
an insurance motive. Furthermore, if remittances are associated with
the migrant’s intention to return6, then this will also be supportive
of the insurance (exchange) motive.
We shall adjudicate these motives mainly based on models
predicting the level of remittances, as both altruism and insurance
will respond to the low economic position of the origin-household (Cox
et al. 1998). Additionally, we use the number of emigrants in a
household to designate the primary motive. Here, the idea is not to
distinguish the motives of remitting to African households, but rather
to explore the likely (primary) motive, considering that altruism and
insurance motives coexist, as postulated by the tempered altruism
hypothesis (Lucas and Stark 1985). Furthermore, drawing from Amuedo-

6
The intention to return is proxied by a variable describing the living
arrangement at destination. Thus, we view those living alone to have a higher propensity
to return that those living with nuclear family members.
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Dorantes and Pozo (2006), we analyze data on the end-use of remittances
to disentangle family-insurance from self-insurance and make suggestive
inferences on the investment motive where insurance is the probable
motive.
We are also aware that remitting behavior may vary by country of
origin (Sana and Massey 2005) due to different socioeconomic and gender
dynamics, hence our effort to perform country-specific analysis. The
study incorporates data from four countries: Burkina Faso, Kenya,
Senegal, and Uganda. Burkina Faso and Senegal are French-speaking
(Francophone), west African nations that are predominantly Muslim. On
the other hand, the East African countries of Kenya and Uganda are
English-speaking (Anglophone) and are predominantly Christian. In
addition, Kenya and Uganda share cultural similarities because they are
neighboring countries.
All four countries follow the patriarchal family system where
lineage is traced through the male line, which is of cultural
importance because it determines identity and inheritance. As such, men
have control over household resources and are thus obliged to provide
for the household. In these settings, male children are more inclined
to remit for insurance because of inheritance prospects. Women’s roles
are subordinate to men’s, and thus, we expect them to be mainly
altruistic. However, there are significant differences in gender
dynamics across the four countries. According to the 2018 Global gender
gap report, Uganda (position 43) and Kenya (position 76) ranks
relatively better than Senegal (position 94) and Burkina Faso (position
129) on gender equality (World Economic Forum 2018). Overall, data from
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the World Bank show that Senegal has the worst gender equality indices
while Kenya has the best among the four countries. Therefore, we expect
differences in remitting behavior between men and women to be more
robust in Francophone than in Anglophone countries.
There are also significant economic and developmental variations
across the study countries. Kenya outscores the other three countries
in several measures, such as human development index (HDI), ease of
doing business, and economic freedom. Because migrants tend to invest
in more developed communities than not (Osili 2008), we would expect
Kenyan remittances to be more associated with investment expenditure
than the rest.
Data and methods
Data come from the World Bank’s African Migration Project that
conducted household surveys on migration and remittances in six subSaharan African countries. These were standardized cross-sectional
surveys conducted between 2009 and 2010. Hence data are comparable
across countries, particularly regarding remittances. Bredtmann et al.
(2019) elaborate on other advantages of these data, including the
availability of comprehensive information on both migrants and
receiving households. In this paper, we use data from four countries,
namely Senegal, Kenya, Uganda, and Burkina Faso. Data from the Ugandan
and Senegalese surveys are nationally representative, while those from
surveys conducted in Burkina Faso and Kenya are not but are
representative at the chosen unit of analysis, e.g., province or
district. Nonetheless, in all countries, sampling strategies aimed at
producing samples that are representative of the emigrant population,
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especially international emigrants. For more information on the
sampling strategies used in all surveys, see Plaza et al. (2011).
The numbers of households interviewed in each country were 1,942
in Kenya; 1,961 in Uganda; 2,102 in Burkina Faso; and 2,100 households
in Senegal. All surveys collected detailed information on household
characteristics, assets, housing conditions, internal and international
migration of former household and non-household members, and return
migrants. This analysis utilizes the module on internal and
international migration of household members and modules containing
receiving households’ information. We restrict the sample to households
that had at least one emigrant aged 20 to 64, capturing emigrants that
were in a position to make remitting decisions. As such, we removed
from the sample, full-time students, retired, and migrants with longterm illnesses. The removal of full-time students also serves the
purpose that transfers were unidirectional, i.e., from the migrant to
the origin-household, as we expect students to have a higher likelihood
of receiving payments from origin-households. The resultant samples
after dropping cases with missing values were 1,922 for Senegal, 1,788
for Burkina Faso, 1,645 for Kenya, and 1,232 for Uganda. Each
observation is a migrant—any person who at the time of the survey had
lived away from the interviewed household for at least six months.
Variables and descriptive statistics
Table 3.1 presents remitting statistics as reported by the receiving
households. Our key dependent variables are 1) remitting decision, with
a value of 1 if the migrant repatriated money or goods in the 12 months
before the survey interview, and 2) the level of remittances, which is
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the total amount of money or monetary value of goods sent by migrants
in the same period. Since the total value of remittances received was
captured in local currencies, for comparability purposes, these are
converted into United States Dollar (US$) equivalent amounts per the
average exchange rate in the year of the survey.
In Table 3.1, variations in remitting patterns by country of
origin are observable. Burkina Faso has the highest proportion of
migrants sending remittances (89%), Uganda has the lowest (41%), while
in between are Kenya (61%) and Senegal (71%). For all countries, higher
proportions of remitters send cash rather than goods. However, a
considerable proportion of migrants, especially from Burkina Faso, send
remittances in the form of goods. Total remittances also vary by
national origin. On average, Senegalese households receive more
remittances (US$ 1,217) than Kenyan (US$ 1,136), Ugandan (US$ 491), and
Burkinabe (US$ 128) households. Again, cash remittances contribute the
largest share of total remittances in all countries.
Table 3.1 also reports on the use of remittances. As expected,
consumption is the primary use of remittances, ranging from 83% in
Senegal to 71% in Kenya. In the Francophone countries, consumption use
is primarily on food expenditure, while in the Anglophone countries, it
is distributed among food, health, and education expenditures. Kenya is
the only country with a significant proportion (21%) of remittances
used for investment, followed by Uganda (10%) at a distance. Appendix
Table A3.1 presents definitions and corresponding survey questions for
selected variables.
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Because remittances are a function of income from both the
migrant and origin-household, our independent variables capture
characteristics from both sides. However, because our data do not
contain income variables, we use rudimentary measures that, according
to human capital models, provide the economic position for both sides,
respectively. On the migrant side, we use education, employment status,
destination7, and living arrangements at the destination. The originhousehold’s economic position is proxied, on the other hand, by nonremittance income, obtained by subtracting remittance income from the
total household annual expenditure. We remove remittances from the
total household expenditure to correct for possible endogeneity
problems arising from the dependency of household income on
remittances. We also include other variables that provide a rough
picture of the household’s economic need, such as a binary variable of
household headship (1= female-headed), the proportion of dependents
(<15 or >64 years), rural-urban location, and the number of additional
emigrants in the household.

Beyond these income proxies, we also

include the following variables: migrant’s age, marital status, a
variable indicating which family member has emigrated, and originhousehold’s land ownership.
Table 3.2 presents summary statistics of the independent
variables, which vary dramatically by country. For each country, the
majority of migrants are children of the origin-householder, and a
significant proportion comprises other relatives. Householders rarely

7
Migrants’ income can also be a function of destination, especially in the
context of this study. We expect extra-continental migrants (most of whom migrated to
Europe and North America) to have a higher wage profile than intraregional migrants.
Similarly, we expect intraregional (international) migrants to earn more than internal
migrants.
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migrate, especially in Burkina Faso. Migration is more male-dominated
in the Francophone compared to Anglophone countries; only 20% (16+4)
and 12% (10+2) of migrants are female in Senegal and Burkina Faso
compared to 39% in Kenya and 43% in Uganda. Most migrants are married,
ranging from 72% (56+16) in Senegal to 62% (44+21) in Kenya. This,
perhaps, highlights differences in the robustness of gendered sociocultural norms or level of maturity of migration patterns across the
two contexts. Furthermore, there are also substantial regional
differences in educational attainment before migration. Overall, levels
of schooling are lower in Francophone (averaging 5 and 2 years for
Senegal and Burkina Faso, respectively) than in Anglophone countries
(averaging 11 years for Kenya and Uganda, respectively). There are also
striking differences in the employment status of migrants at their
places of destination. Whereas self-employment ranks high among
Senegalese (47%) and Burkinabe (67%) migrants, the highest proportions
of migrants from Kenya (71%) and Uganda (45%) have paid employment.
Again, living arrangements at destination also vary by country of
origin. Migrants from Burkina Faso (60%) and Uganda (52%) are more
likely to stay with nuclear family members than migrants from Senegal
(31%) and Kenya (34%), perhaps in relation to the low cost of regional
migration and intentions not to return. International migrants
outnumber internal migrants in the Francophone countries, while in
Anglophone countries, internal migration is more prevalent, especially
in Uganda. However, regarding international migrants, Senegal resembles
Kenya in that the majority of international migrants reside outside the
borders of the continent in stark contrast to the vast majority of
Burkinabes who migrate within the African borders, especially to the
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neighboring Côte d'Ivoire. The intra- versus extra-continental
distribution of migrants is even for Uganda.
Origin-household characteristics also show varying socioeconomic
statuses across countries. Of the surveyed households, significant
proportions (>30%) in Senegal, Kenya, and Uganda are female-headed
while in Burkina Faso, this is just a tiny proportion (6%). On average,
Kenyan households have the lowest proportion of dependents (35%), while
Burkinabe households registered the highest proportion (51%). Ownership
of land, which is an inheritable asset, is most common in Burkina Faso
(95%) and slightly less so in Senegal (51%), while over two-thirds of
Kenyan and Ugandan households own land. The number of additional
emigrants per household is almost uniform across the four countries,
ranging from 1.5 in Burkina Faso to 2.4 in Uganda. Only 6% of the
surveyed households in Burkina Faso are located in urban areas, whereas
this estimate is as high as 61% in Senegal. In Kenya and Uganda,
slightly more households are located in rural than urban areas.
Finally, non-remittance household income is highest in Kenya and is
lowest in Burkina Faso.
Empirical analysis
To further examine remitting patterns, we run multivariate regressions
accounting for migrant and origin-household characteristics. Following
previous research, we model remitting behavior using a linear function
of the form:

R*     mYm   hYh  
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where R , Ym ,and Yh are as described above, with i as their corresponding
*

coefficients.  is the constant and  is the normally distributed error
term. We model the decision to remit using a probit regression, while
we use Tobit to model the log of remittances, accounting for censoring
as not all migrants remit.

The estimation of standard errors takes

into account the clustering effect of migrants from the same household
and by country of origin. We estimate models for pooled data and
country-specific models due to substantial national origin differences
in remittance behavior, as observed in Table 3.1. For the pooled data,
we run two models; the first (Model 1) controls for migrant
characteristics and the second (Model 2) adds origin-household
characteristics to Model 1, thus assessing the extent of predictive
power between migrant and origin-household characteristics. For the
remittance use and country-specific analysis, we run Model 2 only for
each use and country. Lastly, because the majority of migrants sent
remittances more than once in the 12 months before the survey, we
control for the frequency of remittances to average out the total
remittances.
Results
Determinants of remittances
Table 3.3 presents results from probit and Tobit specifications of the
remittance model, predicting the likelihood that a migrant or household
sends or receives remittances and the level of remittances,
respectively. We remind the reader that the total amount of remittances
used in the Tobit models includes both cash and goods. Our test models
using cash only remittances found significant differences with the
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reported models, signifying the importance of adding both cash and
goods. For example, daughters are less likely to remit than sons, and
household income is significant in the models for cash only remittances
and not in the presented models. Because daughters and sons show no
differences in the reported models, we combined them into one category.
Results for migrant characteristics support predictions 1, 2, and
3 above. Immediate family members are more likely to remit and remit
more than distant family members. Thus, children and householders are
more likely to remit than other relatives. This is especially true for
householders, who are likely to be primary breadwinners and must
support their household at home, which presumably makes less money in
their absence and may need more support. In line with this
interpretation is the fact that married migrants have higher remitting
propensity than their unmarried counterparts. Although married women
remit somewhat less than married men, the coefficients for unmarried
men and women are almost twice as large. Again, in line with prediction
2, migrants with high earning potential are also more likely to remit
and remit significantly more money than their counterparts with low
earning potential. For instance, self-employed and unemployed migrants
are associated with lower probabilities of sending remittances and send
significantly fewer remittances than migrants with paid employment.
Education is weakly associated with the probability of remitting, but
for those who remit, higher education is correlated with slightly more
remittances. Similarly, migrants living alone at destination
(presumably with low consumption expenditure) are also more likely to
and remit more than migrants who live with family or non-family
members. Finally, migrants with access to better labor markets, such as
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those who migrate to more developed countries, are more likely to remit
and send more remittances than those in developing labor markets. Thus,
international, especially overseas, migrants are notably more likely to
remit and remit significant sums of money than internal migrants.
Individuals who migrate to other African countries also remit more than
internal migrants.
Results for origin-household characteristics are supportive of
predictions 4 and 5. Households that depict economic-need are more
likely to receive and receive more remittances than contrasting
households. First, we see that female-headed households and those with
a high proportion of dependents are more likely to and receive more
remittances than contrasting households. Second, households that own
land—presumably more reliant on the precarious agricultural economy—
have a higher probability of receiving remittances and receive more
than households that do not own land. The number of additional
emigrants from the same household is only associated with the level of
remittances and not with the decision to remit. Its coefficient is
negative, showing that the level of remittances decreases with an
increasing number of additional emigrants from the same household.
Overall, coefficients from migrant characteristics are consistent
with the idea that, for many sub-Saharan Africa migrants, remitting is
an ‘obligation’ and that family responsibility propels them to remit.
In addition, migrants with high economic potential are the most likely
to remit and remit larger sums than those with low economic potential.
Furthermore, households whose characteristics predict high economic
need are the most likely to receive and receive more remittances than
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households with less economic need, suggesting remittances based on
need. Together, these results are consistent with altruism. The
coefficient for additional emigrants from the same household adds
credence to this interpretation, as the presence of other emigrants
should not affect remittances paid as insurance premium. However, the
results, especially considering origin-household characteristics, are
also indicative of receipt of remittances as a form of insurance
channeled towards offsetting household income shocks. This argument
mostly comes into light when we look at households that own land, which
are more likely to receive and receive more remittances than households
without land ownership. Since land is an important source of
agricultural income in many African societies, this finding entails
that remittances are sent as insurance for the unpredictable
agricultural income. For instance, Zahonogo (2011) found that
remittances were negatively related to agricultural income in Burkina
Faso, suggesting that migration is used to insure against insufficient
agricultural income. Land ownership results also provide evidence of
insurance payments for inheritance. Again, because land is an essential
inheritable asset in the study countries, the observed positive
relationship could indicate that remittances are sent to buy
inheritance favors. We investigate the insurance motive further by
conducting separate analyses on the end-use of remittances to
disentangle self-insurance (investment) from family-provided insurance
(mainly for consumption).
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Family- versus self-insurance
Table 3.4 presents estimates from Tobit models predicting the
proportion of remittances used for consumption and investment. For both
sets of estimates, we view a positive association, for any variable,
with remittance use as evidence in support of the respective insurance
motive. Under migrant characteristics, education, marital status, and
destination coefficients are significant. Higher education is
negatively associated with remitting for consumption and being a maleunmarried migrant is also associated with remitting for consumption.
Moreover, international migrants tend to remit less money for
consumption and more for investment purposes, and as expected, this is
more pronounced in households with overseas than regional international
migrants.
Of interest, however, are our household factors that may signal
whether remittances are sent for family- or self-insurance. Households
with a high proportion of dependents use more of the received
remittances on consumption and less on investment expenditure. Also,
households that own land are more likely to use remittances for
investment than those without land. This result is more consistent with
the inheritance argument provided earlier. Another significant result
concerns the number of additional emigrants in the origin-household.
More emigrants per household are associated with more investment
expenditure, suggesting that investment only takes precedence when
origin-households’ consumption demands are satisfied.
In sum, remittances are sent both for family- and self-insurance.
Remitting for consumption is associated with unmarried males, internal
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migrants, households with more dependent children, and households with
less number of emigrants. Investment, on the other hand, is associated
with international migrants, households that own land, and those with
multiple emigrant household members.
National origin differences in remitting behavior
Tables 3.3 and 3.4 also show important remitting differences by country
of origin. In Table 3.3, households in Francophone countries are more
likely to receive remittances than households in Anglophone countries.
Between the Francophone countries, Burkinabe households have a higher
likelihood of receiving remittances than Senegalese households. When we
consider the level of remittances, Senegalese households receive more
remittances than Burkinabe, Kenyan, and Ugandan households. In Table
3.4, Burkinabe and Kenyan households spend fewer remittances on
consumption, but Kenyan households spend significantly more remittances
on investment than Senegalese households. This is consistent with the
fact that, of the four countries, Kenya has the best economic
indicators, hence more favorable for investment than the other
countries (Sana and Massey 2005). However, these results do not show
how migrant and household characteristics shape remitting behavior in
each country. We remedy this by estimating separate models for Senegal
and Kenya to account for country-differences in gender dynamics and
economic development. The two countries are more comparable with
respect to remitting patterns (Table 3.1) and descriptive statistics
presented in Table 3.2. They also have enough cell-specific samples for
a better comparison of results. However, they are on the opposite ends
in terms of gender inequality, with Senegal having worse gender
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equality indicators than Kenya. In addition, Kenya has relatively
better economic development measures compared to Senegal.
Table 3.5 presents country-specific results for Model 2 in the
decision to remit (probit) and level of remittances (Tobit),
respectively. Discernible country-of-origin differences in remitting
patterns are noticeable. For instance, while distant family members
remit less money than nuclear family members in the pooled models, this
is not the case for Kenyan households. The coefficients for ‘other
relatives’ are insignificant in Kenya and are relatively larger and
significant for Senegal, suggesting that the relationship between the
nuclear family and remittances is weaker in Kenya than in Senegal.
Also, while in the pooled models married women are not significantly
different from married men in their remitting behavior, married women
are actually less likely to remit and remit less than their male
counterparts in Senegal. Overall, the coefficients for women—married or
unmarried—are not significant in Kenya. For the variables depicting the
economic potential of migrants, the coefficients for self-employed
migrants are not significant in Senegal. However, only in Senegal is
the remittance behavior of migrants who live alone at destination
significantly different from those who live with nuclear family
members, suggesting strong intentions to return for Senegalese
migrants. But, only in Kenya are regional international migrants more
likely and remit more than internal migrants.
Country differences in remitting behavior by origin-household
characteristics are also stark. Although Table 3.3 shows that femaleheaded households receive substantial sums of remittances than non122

female headed households, this is not true for Senegalese households.
However, the level of remittances in Senegal is associated with the
proportion of dependents in the household, and, remitting for land
inheritance is more observable in Senegal than Kenya. The coefficients
for urban location are not significant in the pooled models, but in
Kenya, urban households are less likely to receive remittances.
Moreover, remittances are also associated with the number of additional
emigrants in the Kenyan case. Thus, while remittances are responsive to
household-need in both countries, supporting both altruism and
insurance, Senegalese households show more evidence of remittance
receipt for inheritance purposes than Kenyan households.
Conclusions
Remittances are a significant part of household income in developing
countries and several studies have investigated the motives behind
migrants’ remitting behavior. This prior research has primarily focused
on remittances from international migrants and less on internal
migrants. Moreover, there is dearth of research that consolidates both
internal and international migrants in remittance analysis. Internal,
just as international, migration is a vital source of remittances in
developing countries, with total internal remittances exceeding
international remittances, in some cases. Based on this background, we
combined both internal and international migrants to examine the
patterns of and motivations for remitting to four African countries:
Senegal, Burkina-Faso, Kenya, and Uganda, and assessed how migrant and
origin-household characteristics influence remitting behavior.
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Generally, our results are consistent with prior studies from
sub-Saharan Africa and elsewhere. We find that immediate family members
of the origin-household are more likely to remit and remit more than
intermediate family members. In particular, householders are
exceptionally more likely and remit more than other emigrant household
members. In line with this is the finding that unmarried migrants,
especially men, have lower odds of remitting and remit less than their
married counterparts, demonstrating the importance of conjugal family
responsibility in remitting behavior. Results also show that
remittances are associated with the capacity of the migrant to remit,
with those living alone at the destination, those with paid employment,
older, and overseas migrants having higher probabilities to and remit
more than their counterparts. Furthermore, household factors show that
those with the most financial need are more likely to and receive more
remittances than households with less need. Thus, female-headed
households, those with more dependents, and those that own land have a
higher propensity to receive remittances and receive relatively more
money than contrasting households. The level of remittances also
decreases with additional emigrants from the same household.
Motivations to remit highlight the importance of combining
migrant and sending-household characteristics in assessing remitting
motives (Bredtmann et al. 2019). Results show that both altruism and
insurance motivate remittances.

The likelihood of receiving

remittances is need-driven and that households with low socioeconomic
status receive more money than households with high socioeconomic
status, which is consistent with both altruism and family-insurance.
However, the bulk of evidence points towards altruism as the primary
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motive. Nuclear family members are more likely to and remit more than
non-nuclear family members; migrants with higher economic potential
also have a high probability of remitting and remit more than migrants
with less economic potential; the coefficient for additional emigrants
from the same household corresponds to altruistic motives of sending
remittances. The results for migrant’s work status also contradict
Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo’s (2006) insurance motive interpretation that
precarious work conditions should positively affect remittances.
Furthermore, model R-squared estimates show that migrants’ rather than
receiving household characteristics explain most of the remitting
behavior, which is consistent with selfless concern hypothesis for
members of the origin-household. However, the altruistic behavior seems
to be driven by the obligation to remit rather than a mere selfless
concern for the well-being of those remaining at home. For example, we
find that householders and married individuals are more likely to and
remit more than their respective counterparts. In particular, we find
that married men, who have control over household resources and, thus,
must provide for the family, remit more than unmarried men. This
interpretation supports Carling’s (2014) framing of remittance scripts.
In particular, it supports the allowance, where the remitter has the
responsibility to provide for the receiver, and obligation—having a
duty to help the home household—scripts. On insurance, migrants also
tend to remit to buy (inheritance) favors from the origin-household.
For instance, we find that land—an inheritable asset—ownership and
migrants living alone at the destination (who are more inclined to
return) are positively associated with the size of remittances
received, which is in line with insurance premium payments.
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Results also show variations in remitting patterns by country of
origin that suggest the influence of gender dynamics, economic
development, and migrants’ access to developed labor markets. Countries
with large shares of overseas migrants (Kenya and Senegal) receive more
remittances than those with more regional migrants (Burkina Faso and
Uganda). For regional migrants, those who defy the distance in pursuit
of better opportunities also remit more than internal migrants. For
instance, Kenyan regional international migrants, the only regional
group to remit more than internal migrants, do not just cross the
border to the neighboring countries; instead, they are distributed
across the continent, searching for better opportunities. In addition,
remittances seem to be channeled towards investment only when economic
indicators provide favorable conditions to do so. Thus, only in Kenya,
where economic development indicators are better than the other three
countries, is a large share of remittances used for investment.
Furthermore, results show that poor gender equality indices are
associated with stronger altruistic and obligatory remitting behavior.
Only in Senegal do distant family members show significant differences
with immediate family members in their remitting behavior. In addition,
in Senegal, married women are less likely to and remit less than
married men, which is not the case in Kenya. Moreover, in Senegal
rather than Kenya, remittances are positively associated with land
ownership. Thus, the relationship between gender or family dynamics and
remittances is stronger in Senegal than in Kenya. Overall, these
results show that married men’s household resource control is more
robust in countries or communities where gender inequality is higher
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than moderate, and, hence men shoulder all the responsibility of
providing for the family, which is expected.
Comparatively, African migration is very dynamic than migration
in other regions. For instance, while the United States is the leading
destination for Latin American migrants, migrants from our study
countries differ markedly in their choice of destination. The majority
of Burkinabe international migrants migrate to the neighboring Côte
d'Ivoire, those from Senegal migrate to the European countries of Italy
and France, the United States in the primary destination for
international Kenyan migrants, while Ugandan migration is mostly
internal. Unlike Kenya, Senegalese migration resembles that of MexicoUnited States migration pattern, where migration is likely to be short
term, with closer relationships between the migrant and the originhousehold, with low-skilled migrants, and strong intentions to return.
However, Mexico is more like Kenya, outscoring Senegal in measures of
gender equality and level of development. Hence remittances to Mexican
communities are more likely to be channeled towards investment (Sana
and Massey 2005), unlike in the Senegalese case, where remittances are
mainly for consumption.
A critical contribution of this study is the inclusion of
variables depicting gender dynamics in household resource control when
assessing differences in remitting behavior by country of origin, which
may not be captured by a single gender variable alone. The fact that
previous studies found mixed results on gender reflects this problem in
some ways. For example, our initial models that included separate
variables for gender and marital status of the migrant yielded
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insignificant results for gender and negative coefficients for
unmarried migrants. However, models presented in this chapter, where
household gender dynamics are captured by a combined variable of gender
and marital status, have shown that remitting behavior of married men
is significantly different from both unmarried men and married and
unmarried women. This suggests that including a single gender variable
only, as prior models have done, may not capture the degree of
household gender dynamics in remitting behavior in different societies
and may lead to wrong conclusions. Although our household-genderdynamics variable may not be perfect, it does provide a starting point.
However, in regions where there is less variation in gender dynamics,
separate gender and marital status variables could serve the purpose.
Policy implications of our results concern future patterns of
emigration and ensuing remittance flows. Because remittances are a
vital source of household income and a significant source of foreign
exchange earnings for many developing countries, the quest to send
emigrants to more developed economies should take preference in order
to reap the benefits of sending skilled labor abroad. The results also
call for improved poverty reduction and gender equality efforts in
African households so that remittances can be leveraged to foster
community development and investment.
Limitations
One important limitation is the lack of direct measures of income for
both the origin household and the migrant, which could provide better
estimates for their economic position, respectively. In addition,
migrants’ measures of economic position are reported by householders in
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the sending communities, which is more likely to be accurate if the
migrant keeps close ties and is transparent enough with members of the
origin household. Data permitting, future research need to take into
account these limitations.
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Tables
Table 3.1: Remittances received and use by country of origin
Senegal
Household remittances
Remitters
Cash only
Goods only
Size of remittances*
Total remittances
Cash remittances
Use of remittances
Consumption
Food
Health
Education
Other
Investment
Other use
Frequency of remittances
N

Burkina Faso

0.71
0.69
0.17

0.89
0.86
0.22

1217 (1797)
1181 (1718)

128 (247)
118 (245)

0.83
0.81
0.09
0.06
0.04
0.05
0.11
7.1 (4.3)
1,365

0.77
0.71
0.15
0.09
0.05
0.06
0.17
1.7 (1.3)
955

Kenya

Uganda

0.61
0.57
0.18

0.41
0.36
0.17

1136 (2875) 491 (1308)
1141 (2886) 491 (1328)
0.71
0.50
0.17
0.24
0.08
0.21
0.08
5.1 (3.8)
1,000

* United States Dollar (USD) equivalent in the year of the survey.
Standard deviation in parenthesis
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0.81
0.39
0.20
0.33
0.08
0.10
0.09
3.1 (2.6)
499

Table 3.2: Summary statistics for variables used in the analysis by
country of origin
Senegal
Migrant characteristics
Migrant is
Householder
0.11
Child of householder
0.54
Other relative
0.35
Marital status by gender
Married male
0.56
Unmarried male
0.24
Married female
0.16
Unmarried female
0.04
Employment status
Paid employment
0.32
Self-employed
0.47
Unemployed/Student/other
0.21
Year of schooling pre-migration
5.2 (5.9)
Living arrangements at destination
Lives alone
0.29
Lives with nuclear family
0.31
Lives with others
0.40
Age
36.0 (10.1)
Destination
In-country (internal)
0.46
Other African country
0.20
Outside Africa
0.34
Sending household characteristics
Female headed
0.36
Proportion dependents
0.42
Household owns land
0.52
Urban location
0.61
Net non-remittance income/1000
5.17 (9.0)
Number of other emigrants
1.7 (1.9)
N
1,922

Burkina Faso

Kenya

Uganda

0.02
0.44
0.54

0.14
0.65
0.21

0.10
0.59
0.31

0.59
0.29
0.10
0.02

0.41
0.19
0.21
0.18

0.37
0.20
0.30
0.13

0.23
0.67
0.10
1.5 (3.0)

0.71
0.10
0.19
11.1 (4.5)

0.45
0.27
0.28
11.4 (5.5)

0.21
0.60
0.20
32.6 (9.7)

0.42
0.34
0.24
33.6 (8.8)

0.30
0.52
0.18
31.5 (8.5)

0.39
0.59
0.02

0.55
0.10
0.35

0.77
0.12
0.11

0.06
0.51
0.95
0.06
1.84 (2.1)
1.5 (2.2)
1,788

0.35
0.35
0.76
0.44
6.92 (23.5)
1.6 (1.7)
1,645

0.33
0.41
0.73
0.44
3.65 (5.3)
2.4 (2.4)
1,232

Standard error in parentheses
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Table 3.3: Models predicting the decision to remit and the level of
remittances, pooled data
Decision to remit
Model 1
Model 2

Level of remittances
Model 1
Model 2

Migrant characteristics
Migrant is (ref=Child)
Householder

0.369

***

-0.220

***

Unmarried male

-0.375

***

Married female

-0.151

*

Unmarried female

-0.290

Other relative

[0.08]

0.351

***

-0.214

***

[0.06]

-0.356

***

[0.06]

-0.111

***

[0.08]

-0.252

-0.131

*

[0.06]

-0.967

***

[0.08]

1.202

***

***

[0.19]

0.846

[0.14]

-0.734

***

[0.20]
[0.15]
[0.17]

-0.723

***

[0.06]

-1.647

***

[0.17]

-1.553

***

[0.06]

-0.737

***

[0.18]

-0.575

**

[0.19]

**

[0.08]

-1.253

***

[0.24]

-1.115

***

[0.24]

-0.142

*

[0.06]

-0.454

**

[0.15]

-0.414

**

[0.15]

[0.06]

-0.975

***

[0.06]

-3.628

***

[0.21]

-3.566

***

[0.21]

[0.00]

0.013

**

[0.00]

0.049

***

[0.01]

0.060

***

[0.05]

[0.05]

Marital-status-by-gender (ref=Married male)

Employment status (ref=Paid employment)
Self-employed
Unemployed/Student/other
Years of schooling pre-migration

0.006

***

[0.01]

***

[0.16]
[0.18]

Migrant stays with (ref=nuclear family)
0.241
0.011

***

[0.06]
[0.06]

0.209
-0.024

[0.06]
[0.06]

0.690
0.104

***

[0.16]
[0.18]

0.564
-0.012

0.006

*

[0.00]

0.004

[0.00]

0.024

***

[0.01]

0.020

**

[0.01]

[0.05]

0.001

[0.05]

0.475

**

[0.15]

0.512

***

[0.15]

[0.06]

0.513

***

[0.06]

2.360

***

[0.17]

2.495

***

[0.17]

Female headed

0.149

**

[0.06]

0.372

*

[0.17]

Proportion dependents

0.258

*

[0.11]

0.498

Household owns land
Urban location
Net non-remittance income/1000

0.210
-0.064
-0.003

***

[0.06]
[0.06]
[0.00]

0.634
-0.088
-0.011

Number of other emigrants

-0.024

[0.01]

-0.137

Alone
Others
Age
Destination (ref=internal)
Other African country

0.001

Outside Africa

0.450

***

Sending household characteristics

Frequency of remittances
Country of origin (ref=Senegal)
Burkina Faso

0.069
0.851

***

[0.07]

-0.467

***

[0.07]

Uganda

-0.765

***

Constant

0.606

Kenya

Observations
Uncensored observations
Pseudo R 2

***

0.757

***

-0.560

***

[0.08]

-0.867

***

[0.12]

0.461

**

[0.31]
***

[0.18]
[0.18]
[0.01]

**

[0.05]

***

[0.02]

-2.059

***

[0.19]

-2.000

***

[0.22]

[0.07]

-1.821

***

[0.20]

-1.890

***

[0.21]

[0.08]

-3.284

***

[0.25]

-3.166

***

[0.26]

[0.34]

2.412

[0.08]

[0.14]
3.161
6,587

***

***

3,822
0.213

0.221

Robust standard errors in brackets; ref = reference category; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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0.079

0.082

[0.42]

Table 3.4: Models predicting the proportional use of household
remittances, pooled data
Consumption
Migrant characteristics
Migrant is (ref=Child)
Householder
-0.028
[0.04]
Other relative
-0.039
[0.03]
Marital-status-by-gender (ref=Married male)
Unmarried male
[0.03]
0.083*
Married female
-0.047
[0.04]
Unmarried female
0.053
[0.05]
Employment status (ref=Paid employment)
Self-employed
0.006
[0.03]
Unemployed/Student/other
0.027
[0.04]
**
Years of schooling pre-migration
[0.00]
-0.009
Migrant stays with (ref=nuclear family)
Alone
-0.058
[0.03]
Others
-0.081* [0.04]
Age
0.001
[0.00]
Destination (ref=internal)
Other African country
-0.123*** [0.04]
Outside Africa
Sending household characteristics
Female headed

-0.276

***

-0.022

Household owns land
Urban location
Net non-remittance income/1000

0.276***
-0.071
0.033
0.001

Number of other emigrants

-0.023*

Proportion dependents

Frequency of remittances
Country of origin (ref=Senegal)
Burkina Faso
Kenya
Uganda
Constant
Observations
Uncensored observations
Pseudo R 2

Investment

0.108
0.064

[0.07]
[0.05]

-0.104
-0.011
-0.084

[0.05]
[0.05]
[0.07]

-0.027
-0.111
0.007

[0.06]
[0.07]
[0.00]

0.083
0.057
0.001

[0.05]
[0.06]
[0.00]

0.250***

[0.06]

[0.03]

0.412***

[0.05]

[0.04]
[0.07]

0.047

[0.04]
[0.04]
[0.00]
[0.01]

-0.010** [0.00]

[0.06]
-0.460*** [0.11]
[0.07]
0.170*
-0.008
[0.06]
0.000
[0.00]
0.053*** [0.01]
-0.002

[0.01]

0.099
[0.09]
-0.205*** [0.05]
*
***
[0.05]
[0.08]
-0.117
0.472
0.058
[0.06]
0.009
[0.11]
1.283*** [0.09]
-1.072*** [0.17]
4,365
882
1,918
0.106
0.049

Robust standard errors in brackets; ref= reference category; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 3.5: Models predicting the decision to remit and the level of
remittances by country of origin
Senegal
Tobit

Probit
Migrant characteristics
Migrant is (ref=Child)
Householder
0.236
Other relative
-0.366***
Marital-status-by-gender (ref=Married male)
Unmarried male
-0.469***
Married female
-0.267*
Unmarried female
Employment status (ref=Paid employment)
Self-employed
Unemployed/Student/other
Years of schooling pre-migration
Migrant stays with (ref=nuclear family)

[0.17]

Kenya
Probit

[0.31]
-0.943*** [0.23]

0.150

[0.13]

-0.008

[0.12]

-1.364*** [0.24]
-1.038** [0.34]

-0.444*** [0.12]

[0.13]

-0.103

-0.483*

[0.20]

-1.738**

[0.59]

0.074

[0.09]

0.222

[0.20]

[0.09]
[0.09]

-1.014*** [0.11]

0.266

Tobit

0.511
-0.183

[0.37]
[0.36]

-1.171**
-0.394

[0.38]

[0.11]

-0.224

[0.12]

-0.601

[0.35]

-0.367**

[0.14]

-1.222**

[0.44]

[0.34]

-3.172*** [0.33]
0.033
[0.02]

-1.232*** [0.11]
0.019*

[0.01]

-4.623*** [0.41]
[0.03]
0.074*

0.005

[0.01]

0.335**

[0.12]

0.162

[0.11]

0.384

[0.30]

[0.12]

0.819**
0.327

[0.26]

0.119

[0.28]

-0.172

[0.11]

[0.35]

0.013**

[0.00]

0.044***

[0.01]

-0.007

[0.01]

-0.745*
-0.011

-0.051

[0.10]

0.298

[0.26]

0.294*

[0.12]

1.744***

[0.34]

0.656***

[0.11]

2.437***

[0.23]

0.362***

[0.10]

2.429***

[0.29]

Female headed

0.086

[0.10]

0.251

[0.24]

0.336***

[0.10]

0.464*

[0.22]

1.115*

[0.53]

0.360*

[0.16]

0.703*
0.585

[0.29]

Proportion dependents
Household owns land

0.218*

[0.10]

[0.23]

0.203

[0.11]

0.366

[0.34]

Urban location
Net non-remittance income/1000

0.087
-0.006

[0.10]
[0.00]

[0.10]
[0.00]

-0.415
-0.006

-0.047

[0.02]

[0.24]
[0.01]
[0.07]

-0.219*
-0.001

Number of other emigrants

0.468*
0.095
-0.013
-0.127

-0.435***

[0.29]
[0.01]
[0.09]

0.059**

[0.02]

0.149***

[0.03]

Alone
Others
Age
Destination (ref=internal)
Other African country
Outside Africa
Sending household characteristics

Frequency of remittances
Constant
Observations
Uncensored observations

0.014

[0.26]
1.260*
1,922

[0.61]

1365
0.085

Pseudo R 2

0.212

Robust standard errors in brackets; ref = reference category;

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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-0.143*** [0.03]
0.501*

[0.25]
1.689*
1645

0.196

[0.02]

[0.47]

[0.77]

1000
0.083

Appendix
Table A 3.1: Definitions of selected variables used in the analysis
Variable

Definition

Survey question

Remittance receipt
(cash)

Whether a household received cash
remittances from a particular
migrant =1 or not =0

Does [NAME] send any money to our
household?

Remittance receipt
(goods)

Whether a household received
remittances in form of goods from a
particular migrant =1 or not =1

Does [NAME] send or bring food/goods
to our household?

Remittances (cash)

The amount of cash remittances sent
by a particular migrant

In the past 12 months, how much
money in total has [NAME] sent to
your household?

Remittances (goods)

Monetory value of goods sent by a
particular migrant

What is the value of food and goods
that [NAME] has sent/brought to your
household in the past 12 months?

Living arangement
at destination

Whether a migrant lives with nuclear
family =1, or alone =2, or other
relatives =3.

Who does [NAME] live with in his/her
current location?

Destination

Destination of the migrant, equal to
1 if internal migration, 2 if
regional international, and 3 if
overseas

At present, where does [NAME] live?

Employment status
(migrant)

Work status of the migrant, equal to
1 if migrant has paid employment, 2
if self-employed, and 3 if
unemployed.

What is [NAME]'s current work
situation?

Use of remittances

Proportion of remittances used for
food, education, or health
expenditure.

How did your household spend the
money sent by [NAME] in the past 12
months?
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